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Abstract 
Agricultural Extension Services (AES) – defined here as a system of services providing 
advice, information and training to farmers – are critical for enhancing agricultural 
productivity and development in Tanzania. Women farmers often face particular constraints 
to using AES, and consequently have lower levels of access on average than their male 
counterparts. The constraints women farmers face comprise a range of practical, 
institutional and norm-based factors. Improving women farmers’ access to and use of AES 
requires identifying and understanding these constraints and exploring how AES can be 
designed and delivered to overcome them. In this thesis, I explore women (and men) 
farmers’ access to and use of AES in two villages in Babati District, Tanzania and identify 
the critical factors affecting this, with a particular focus on the role of societal gender 
norms. I also investigate if and how gender is considered within current AES services and 
explore perceptions of AES practitioners about women farmers as users of AES. Finally, I 
consider opportunities for (women) farmers to shape AES and how AES may be delivered 
to better meet their needs. The study is based on empirical data collected during six weeks 
of fieldwork in Tanzania in March and April 2017. Findings are from group interviews, in-
depth individual interviews and observations. The thesis is informed by a liberal feminist 
perspective and I draw on theory around social norms and institutions, gender norms and 
relations, and knowledge systems to explore my empirical findings. I find that women 
farmers’ AES needs and preferences often differ from men farmers’ and that there are 
multiple factors that affect their willingness and ability to use AES. I argue that many, if 
not most, of these factors are rooted in societal gender norms. Critically, I also find that 
current measures within AES to target women farmers do not comprehensively address 
gender norms and there is an apparent lack of gender capacity amongst institutions and staff 
involved in providing AES. I conclude that in order to effectively deliver to women farmers 
and contribute to agricultural development, AES should involve efforts to address the 
multifaceted ways in which societal gender norms affect AES use and delivery. 
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1 Introduction 
Agriculture is a main component of the economy of Tanzania, contributing around a quarter 
of the country’s GDP and employing around three quarters of its active workforce (United 
Republic of Tanzania, 2013). However, the growth of the sector is relatively slow, and 
below the level that the government anticipates is needed for significant wealth creation and 
alleviation of poverty, particularly in rural areas (United Republic of Tanzania, 2013). One 
contributing factors is that, despite comprising almost half of all agricultural labour in 
Tanzania, women farmers’ productivity remains significantly lower than men farmers 
(Doss, 2011; FAO, 2011). This is at least partly due to the fact that women face 
disproportionate constraints in their access to resources needed for agricultural productivity 
(Doss, 2001; O’Sullivan et al., 2014; Tegbaru et al., 2015). The FAO and others estimate 
that if women farmers had the same access to such resources as men farmers, they could 
increase their productivity by around 20-30% and achieve the same yields as their male 
counterparts (Croppenstedt et al., 2013, p. 81; FAO, 2011, p. 42)
1
. One such resource which 
is essential to agricultural productivity and development is agricultural extension services 
(Adomi et al., 2003; Lwoga et al., 2013; Mudege et al., 2016). Agricultural extension 
services (AES) comprise a system of advice, information, training and knowledge aimed at 
supporting farmers to improve their agricultural productivity (Haug, 1999; Rutatora and 
Mattee, 2001). AES are delivered via various methods including one-on-one advice, group 
instruction and training, and field demonstrations. 
Both men and women farmers face challenges in accessing agricultural extension 
services but women farmers often face particular constraints, and consequently generally 
have lower levels of access to AES than their male counterparts (Adomi et al., 2003; Lwoga 
et al., 2013; Mudege et al., 2016). In Tanzania the proportion of female headed households 
that access AES is 5% lower than for male headed households (United Republic of 
Tanzania, 2007)
2
 whilst within male headed households, women often do not use AES, 
even when they are involved in the household farming activities (Manfre et al., 2013; 
Mudege et al., 2016). The constraints facing women farmers include both practical factors 
and constraints posed by social norms (Croppenstedt et al., 2013). In particular, gender 
norms determine the accepted roles, actions and behaviours of women (and men), and are 
therefore critical in dictating their access to, and use of, AES as well as being embedded in 
how the services are designed and delivered (Mudege et al., 2016).  
Constraints to their access to AES mean that women farmers have reduced access to 
agricultural information and often adopt new practices and technologies at a lower rate than 
men farmers, which restricts their agricultural productivity (Croppenstedt et al., 2013; 
World Bank et al., 2009). This has direct implications for the income, livelihoods and well-
being of women farmers and the rural communities they are part of, as well as for broader 
food security, poverty reduction, agricultural output and economic development at a 
national level in Tanzania (Manfre et al., 2013; Meinzen-Dick, 2011). Access to extension 
also has implications for women’s status and empowerment, particularly in terms of their 
ability to participate in farm management and decision-making, and to be independent 
actors in the generation and use of knowledge in AES. Improving women’s use of 
extension could therefore, over time, contribute to changing broader gender norms and 
relations in society (Duveskog, 2013; Farnworth and Colverson, 2015). It also has potential 
benefits for actors and institutions who deliver AES, who could improve the efficiency and 
impact of their services by ensuring they reach women farmers as well as men farmers 
(United Republic of Tanzania, 2013). Women farmers’ access to and use of extension 
services, and the factors which determine this, is therefore a critical research topic.  
                                                     
1
 From an FAO review of 27 studies comparing yields of men and women farmers in various 
countries (FAO, 2011).  
2
 More recent agricultural census data from 2007/2008 was published in 2012 but the figures for AES 
use are not gender-disaggregated (The United Republic of Tanzania, 2012) 
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In order to identify ways in which AES could better deliver to women farmers, there is a 
need to explore women farmers’ experiences of current AES, and to understand the factors 
that affect their willingness and ability to access and use services (Manfre et al., 2013). This 
thesis explores these themes. I investigate the access to and use of agricultural extension 
services by women farmers in two villages in Babati District, Tanzania. I use a liberal 
feminism perspective and draw on theory around gender norms, power relations, and 
knowledge to interpret the ways in which numerous practical and socio-cultural factors 
influence women farmers’ use of extension services. The specific study aim and objectives 
are outlined below. 
1.1 Thesis aim, objectives and research problem 
The overall aim of this study is to investigate women farmers’ access to and use of 
agricultural extension services in Babati District, Tanzania, and to explore and understand 
the factors that affect this. 
The specific objectives were: 
• Objective 1: To explore women (and men) farmers’ experiences of AES in Babati 
District and their interest, willingness and ability to use different types of AES 
• Objective 2: To investigate the key factors that determine women farmers’ access to, 
and use of, different AES, and specifically consider to what extent and how these are 
influenced by societal gender norms  
• Objective 3: To investigate to what extent and how gender is considered in the 
design and delivery of AES in Babati, including exploration of the attitudes of AES 
practitioners and opportunities for (women) farmers to shape AES 
In exploring these objectives, I hope to provide valuable insight into women farmers’ use of 
AES in Babati District and the major factors which affect this, with a view to revealing 
ways in which services may better reach women farmers and meet their needs and 
preferences. The study will also contribute to theoretical knowledge about how gender 
norms, power relations, and dynamics of knowledge influence women farmers’ willingness 
and ability to use AES. My findings were generated during six weeks of fieldwork in 
Babati District in March and April 2017. 
Improving women farmers’ access to and use of agricultural extension services has the 
potential to enhance their agricultural productivity with benefits for income, food security, 
wellbeing and gender equality on both a local and national scale in Tanzania. This 
information will also be valuable to service providers designing and delivering more 
efficient AES to benefit men and women farmers equitably.  
1.2 Definition of study scope and terms 
This section briefly explains how some key aspects of this study were defined in order to 
delineate the scope of the study. 
1.2.1 Defining ‘Agricultural Extension Services’ 
There is no single accepted definition of ‘agricultural extension services’ (AES) (e.g. see 
Leeuwis, 2004; Oakley and Garforth, 1997). In this study, I use an interpretation which 
defines AES as a network of services delivered by both public and private service providers 
which deliver information, advice, training and demonstrations to farmers about 
agricultural practices and technologies (see also (Manfre et al., 2013; Meinzen-Dick, 2011). 
I found during my fieldwork that some actors involved in AES delivery do not identify 
their work by the term ‘extension’, instead using terms like ‘scaling’ to refer to 
dissemination of agricultural practices and technologies or ‘training’. In this thesis, these 
are all included under the term extension or AES. 
There are myriad methods of AES delivery, such as demonstration plots, Farmer Field 
Schools and Field Days (Meinzen-Dick, 2011). They are often referred to by a range of 
10 
 
names and the details of how a method is delivered can vary depending on the local 
context
3
. It can therefore be difficult for an external observer to differentiate AES methods. 
In this study, I am primarily interested in the farmers’ perspectives so the farmers were 
asked to define AES methods themselves. In order to recognise what the farmers described, 
I conducted a literature review to identify a list of AES methods. I reviewed this with 
contacts in the field to check which ones were used in my study villages and the names they 
were known by locally. During discussions with farmers this list was used to prompt for 
further suggestions. Throughout the study, I focused on field-based services, and excluded 
extension delivered via ICT or other media. Although I initially tried to focus on technical 
AES delivered to groups of farmers, it emerged that one-on-one advice from extension 
officers and general meetings were in fact most commonly used and familiar to farmers and 
therefore featured prominently in discussions. In this thesis, ‘technical’ AES refers to 
formal, structured sessions of instruction and training which are often delivered to groups 
of farmers, as opposed to individual meetings with an extension officer or general 
information or sensitisation meetings. The parameters farmers used to differentiate between 
AES methods included: whether it was delivered by the extension officer or by external 
organisations; if it was delivered to individuals, farmer groups or the wider community, 
and; where it occurred (their farm, a central demonstration plot, a plot on another farmers’ 
land). In some cases, farmers referred to the methods by names also used by extension 
practitioners, although not always, as discussed in my empirical findings in Chapter 5. 
1.2.2 Women farmers 
In this study, ‘women farmers’ refers to women who are primarily involved in farming 
activities rather than other livelihoods. To begin with, I intended that my respondents 
should also be women who had responsibility for decision-making and farm management in 
their households. However, during data collection, I expanded my criteria to also talk with 
women who were involved only in implementing farming activities, as this revealed other 
interesting perspectives and represents a significant proportion of women in Babati District. 
1.2.3 A focus on gender norms and relations 
In this study, I did not initially seek to investigate broad societal gender norms. My 
intended focus was to evaluate the use of different AES by women farmers and the 
suitability of different methods to their needs and preferences. However, during my 
fieldwork, gender norms emerged as a fundamental factor determining women farmer’s use 
of AES including, in many cases, whether they were willing and able to access them at all. I 
therefore adjusted my focus to primarily consider these norms, but maintained an emphasis 
on where these related directly to the women farmers’ experiences and use of AES. 
When considering gender relations, there is a need to be critically aware of researcher 
bias. Gender relations are strongly shaped by social and cultural norms and my 
interpretation of what I hear and observe will be significantly influenced by my 
background. In fact, the decision to study gender at all is shaped by my own values which 
are likely to differ to those of actors in the study context, who may not perceive gender 
inequality in the current system or may feel that the gender norms are accepted and not 
necessary or possible to change. 
1.3 Focus of the study 
                                                     
3
 For example, in my fieldwork, ‘Farmer Field School’ (FFS) in Njiro village referred to a group of 
farmers who received a single training session from an external organisation at a central 
demonstration plot and then implemented practices on their land with follow-up visits from the 
extension officer. In Ilboru village, FFS referred to a formal group of farmers who met regularly for 
training sessions with the extension officer at a plot which was designated for management by the 
group. There were penalties for non-attendance and a formal pass or fail assessment at the end. 
Graduates became contact farmers used by the extension officer to train other farmers (source: this 
thesis, see Appendix 1). 
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During my fieldwork, my conversations with farmers and practitioners revealed a multitude 
of fascinating issues around agriculture and extension services. Any one of these could 
have made a whole research thesis. However, as I refined my research problem, I had to 
focus only on the findings that relate most closely to this and leave out other data and 
analysis. I have suggested some areas as topics for further research at the end of this thesis. 
1.4 Outline of thesis 
The structure of this thesis is as follows: Chapter 2 is a background chapter providing 
contextual information about agriculture, agricultural extension services and women 
farmers, with a focus on the situation in Babati District and Tanzania. Chapter 3 outlines 
key theories and concepts which I use to interpret my empirical data. Chapter 4 details my 
methodology. I then present my empirical findings in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6. Chapter 5 
addresses Objectives 1 and 2 to detail farmers’ use of, and preferences for, different types 
of AES and the main factors that were found to affect women farmers’ willingness and 
ability to use different services. At the end of the chapter, there is a discussion of the 
findings using my chosen theories and concepts. Chapter 6 addresses Objective 3 and 
details my empirical evidence about measures within AES for gender inclusivity, the 
perceptions and attitudes of practitioners about women farmers as extension users, and 
opportunities for farmers –particularly women– to shape AES. Again there is a short 
discussion with reference to relevant theory at the end of this chapter. Chapter 7 comprises 
my conclusions including a summary of my major findings, contributions my study makes 
to existing knowledge, implications of my findings for AES in Babati, reflections on my 
methodology and theoretical perspective, and some suggestions for further research. 
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2 Background 
This chapter provides contextual information about the study area and about agriculture and 
AES with particular emphasis on the situation for women farmers.  
2.1  The agricultural sector in Tanzania and Babati District 
Agriculture comprises a major part of the economy in Tanzania, accounting for 
approximately 23% of its Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 2012 and employing around 
75% of the country’s labour force (United Republic of Tanzania, 2016, 2013). The majority 
of agricultural land is managed by smallholder farmers with farm sizes between 0.2 and 2.0 
Hectares and the most important and widely grown crop is maize, which accounts for over 
20% of agricultural GDP (ibid). Much production is for subsistence, yet food security and 
nutrition remain a challenge with around 13% of children aged 0-5 underweight and over 
one third affected by stunting nationally (United Republic of Tanzania, 2014). As a main 
employer and contributor to national GDP and a main source of food and income for many 
households, agriculture is critical to Tanzania’s economic and social development, and 
development of the sector is seen by the government to be of “paramount importance” 
(United Republic of Tanzania, 2013, p. 8). However, the growth rate of the agricultural 
sector over recent years has been low – 3.9% per annum on average between 2006-2014 
(national GDP growth rate was between 6.0 and 8.1% over the same period) – and is 
considered insufficient to stimulate growth of the national economy and particularly to 
achieve wealth creation and alleviation of poverty and food insecurity in rural areas (United 
Republic of Tanzania, 2016, p. 1). The government sees a need to enhance growth of the 
agricultural sector as a driver of development and poverty reduction in rural Tanzania 
(United Republic of Tanzania, 2016) 
My project is focused in Babati District in Manyara Region, Northern Tanzania. I chose 
Babati as it contains a variety of agroecological zones and farming systems and has been 
referred to as the ‘grain basket of Tanzania’ for its high farming potential (Hillbur, 2013).  
As such, it is also the focus of myriad agricultural extension efforts (Hillbur, 2013). At 3.1 
hectares, the average land area per household in Manyara Region is higher than the national 
average of 2ha. Most farms grow cereals – predominantly maize – as the main crop, 
followed by pulses (beans, pigeonpea etc), oil seeds, roots and tubers. Fruits and vegetables 
comprise around 0.2% of crops in Manyara region (United Republic of Tanzania, 2012). As 
in the rest of Tanzania, farm practices in Manyara are often extensive and use of inputs 
such as improved seeds and fertiliser is relatively low at around 2% and 8% of the total 
planted area, respectively (United Republic of Tanzania, 2012). Most production is for 
subsistence, although some households sell surplus, often to neighbours or to traders at the 
farmgate. Around half of households in Babati District report often or always facing 
problems accessing sufficient food (The United Republic of Tanzania, 2012) and child 
malnutrition in Manyara region is slightly above the national average with around 14% of 
children aged 0-5 categorised as underweight and 37.4% affected by stunting (United 
Republic of Tanzania, 2014). There is therefore significant scope to enhance agricultural 
production and food security in the area. 
2.1.1 Women farmers in Tanzania 
In Tanzania, women comprise a significant proportion of the agricultural labour force 
(FAO, 2011; United Republic of Tanzania, 2013, p. 29). However, ownership of 
agricultural land and primary responsibility over farm management decisions is usually the 
role of men (United Republic of Tanzania, 2013). National census statistics show that the 
majority of agricultural land - 87% - is managed by male headed households (MHH) in 
which a man is the main decision maker (United Republic of Tanzania, 2007, p. 7). It is 
rare for women to have their own rights to land; only 12% of MHHs contain a female 
member who has access to land in their own right. Additionally, 50% of  female headed 
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households (FHH) did not contain a female member with access to land, either because the 
land rights were still held by a man despite the female head or because these FHHs have no 
secure rights to land (United Republic of Tanzania, 2007, pp. 31, 33)
4
. In addition to land, 
women farmers in Tanzania often have disproportionately lower access to other productive 
resources and FHHs have fewer assets and higher rates of illiteracy than MHHs (Meinzen-
Dick, 2011; United Republic of Tanzania, 2007). This gap in access to resources constrains 
women farmers’ agricultural productivity with consequences for the income and food 
security of them and their households.  
In addition to contributing a considerable proportion of agricultural labour, women are 
also traditionally responsible for the majority of caretaking responsibilities in the 
household, including cooking, childcare, collection of firewood and water, crop processing 
and milking livestock. In FHHs, women must complete these tasks in addition to assuming 
responsibilities traditionally fulfilled by men, such as livestock rearing and marketing. 
MHHs and FHHs tend to grow the same crops, although women within MHHs often have 
primary responsibility for production of vegetables, poultry and other small animals 
(United Republic of Tanzania, 2007). 
2.1.2 Women farmers in Tanzanian agricultural policy 
To date, gender has received relatively little focus in the numerous strategies to enhance the 
development of Tanzania’s agricultural sector (Manfre et al., 2013; United Republic of 
Tanzania, 2013). However, the government does collect useful gender-disaggregated farm-
level data, the stated rationale for which is that “cultural, socio-economic, religious and 
sometimes political norms in society” can “determine access to resources, division of 
labour and household responsibilities” and that exploring gender biases may allow the 
creation of more gender-responsive policies (United Republic of Tanzania, 2007, p. 6). The 
most recent agricultural policy, published by the Tanzanian Ministry of Agriculture Food 
Security and Cooperative in 2013, includes gender as a ‘cross cutting issue’. Gender 
relations are identified as one of a number of constraints to agricultural growth and it is 
stated that; “...there are inadequate skills and knowledge among women [farmers]; 
inequitable access to productive resources; inappropriate technologies; and inappropriate 
social-cultural practices and beliefs” (United Republic of Tanzania, 2013, p. 30). Amongst 
the objectives to address this is a statement to pursue “equitable participation of men and 
women” in production, including ensuring “participation of men and women in decision-
making processes” and enhanced access to productive resources, as well as “sensitisation 
of communities [about] negative cultural attitudes and practices” (ibid p. 30). Of particular 
relevance, it is stated that “participatory approaches and gender aspects shall be promoted 
in the provision of extension services” (United Republic of Tanzania, 2013, p. 14). There is 
therefore explicit recognition by the Tanzanian government of the need to incorporate 
gender considerations, and farmer participation, in agricultural policy, including AES. 
However, although such measures are promising, their meaningful impact depends on 
implementation which acknowledges and addresses constraints such as social norms and 
top-down institutional structures (Doss, 2017). 
2.2 Agricultural extension 
                                                     
4
These data are from a 2002/2003 agricultural census published by the United Republic of Tanzania 
(2007) which included a specific gender profile. It is the most recent gender-disaggregated data I 
could find with such detail about farming households. It defines household head as the person 
identified by members of the household as the head and who has main responsibility for decision-
making (p. 7). It was assumed that the majority of households have one land holder and that this is the 
household head (p. 29). Land rights in Tanzania comprise statutory rights, administrated by the 
government, and customary rights, administrated by village officials. Despite legal measures to foster 
equal land rights for women, the persistence of patriarchal systems favours men. For example, 
inheritance of property including land traditionally passes down the male line (see (Duncan, 2014). 
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‘Agricultural extension services’ refers to a system of services which provide support, 
information, training and capacity building, technologies and inputs to farmers with the aim 
of enhancing their agricultural productivity and social and economic development (Haug, 
1999; Rutatora and Mattee, 2001). It can be provided by both public and private actors 
including governments, non-government organisations (NGOs), research programmes and 
private companies, and is delivered through a variety of methods such as visits to individual 
farmers, group or community meetings, and training demonstrations (Meinzen-Dick, 2011). 
Extension services are critically important to agricultural development as they facilitate 
farmers’ access to information, knowledge and technologies which can be applied to 
enhance their agricultural productivity (Lwoga et al., 2013). 
2.2.1 Extension in Tanzania: historical to present day 
Historically, there have been a number of approaches to agricultural extension delivery. In 
Tanzania, following independence in the 1960s, extension services were delivered by the 
national government (Duveskog, 2013; Rutatora and Mattee, 2001). The ongoing influence 
of colonial power structures meant these tended to be centralised, top-down and instruction-
based, the idea being that the transfer of technology and knowledge from scientists to 
farmers would facilitate agricultural development (Manfre et al., 2013). The role of 
extension officers was to put ready-made technologies into practice. There was little 
consideration of farmer preferences or their existing knowledge (Duveskog, 2013).  
Following a period of stagnation of the agricultural sector during the 1980s and in 
response to a lack of funding and perceived lack of capacity within the Tanzanian central 
government, the agricultural extension system was reformed with the assistance of the 
World Bank (Mattee, 1994; United Republic of Tanzania, 2013). In 1987, the World Bank 
introduced a system of ‘training and visitation’ (T&V) (Duveskog, 2013). This aimed to 
enhance existing extension services by creating stronger links between research and 
extension. It established a system of regular scheduled visits by extension officers to 
contact famers. The extension officers delivered information to these farmers about 
agricultural practices and technologies which had been developed by research organisations 
and the contact farmers were then responsible for passing the information on to other 
farmers in their communities (Friis-Hansen, 2004). It was intended that T&V would 
facilitate two-way communication between farmers and AES providers to allow tailoring of 
services to suit farmers’ needs and preferences (van den Ban and Mkwawa, 1997). 
However, in practice, although T&V led to productivity gains in some contexts, it was 
widely criticised for remaining unresponsive to local environmental and socio-economic 
conditions and to farmers’ needs and preferences (Mbo’o-Tchouawou and Colverson, 
2014). In particular, it was acknowledged that T&V-based AES did not effectively reach 
women farmers (Manfre et al., 2013). From the 1990s, there were efforts to make T&V 
more demand-driven, less top-down, and better suited to farmers’ needs but success was 
limited (van den Ban and Mkwawa, 1997). Nevertheless, it remained the dominant 
extension approach in Tanzania until support from the World Bank was phased out in 2002 
(Duveskog, 2013). 
Over this period, control of extension services in Tanzania was decentralised and 
management responsibilities were transferred to District government authorities, based on 
the idea that they are better positioned to tailor extension services to local conditions 
(Mbo’o-Tchouawou and Colverson, 2014; United Republic of Tanzania, 2013). This was 
covered under a national policy called the Agricultural Sector Development Programme 
(ASDP) which was implemented by District Governments between 2006 and 2012
5
. 
Extension services have also increasingly been delivered by a combination of NGOs, 
                                                     
5
Although the period of this policy had ended, the District Agriculture Irrigation Livestock and 
Cooperatives Officer (DAICO) reported that the government was still working to the rules within it as 
it hopes to get funding for a second phase of the programme (DAICO, 2017) 
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research organisations and private enterprise, alongside continued, but reduced, government 
involvement (Mbo’o-Tchouawou and Colverson, 2014; Rutatora and Mattee, 2001) .  
Currently, the trend in AES amongst governments in East Africa is for demand-driven 
services which focus on taking into account local contextual factors and the needs and 
preferences of different farmers in order to find tailored solutions for different producers 
(Chowa et al., 2013; Manfre et al., 2013). It emphasises the facilitation of farmers to 
participate in shaping the content and delivery of extension services, with the aim of 
creating more responsive service delivery. Rather than aiming to transfer what research 
suggests is ‘best practice’ to all farmers, this approach emphasises efforts to find a ‘best fit’ 
approach tailored to the local contextual factors. In theory, this has the potential to facilitate 
better inclusion of the views, priorities and needs of women farmers to shape extension 
service delivery to meet their particular needs (Manfre et al., 2013). 
2.2.2 Structure of the Agricultural Extension Service in Babati District 
The public agricultural extension system in Tanzania is extensive and comprehensive. 
There are government extension officers at all administrative levels and observations and 
accounts during my fieldwork suggest that there is communication and coordination 
between them. In Babati District, as in other Districts in Tanzania, the management of 
extension services is the responsibility of the District-level government, coordinated by the 
District Agriculture Irrigation and Cooperatives Officer (DAICO). There are then several 
District-level extension officers, some of whom work on crops and some of whom work on 
livestock. They manage extension activities throughout Babati, including coordinating the 
work of NGOs and other private actors. The next administrative level is Wards, with each 
comprising a number of Villages. The intention of the Tanzanian government is to have a 
government extension officer in every Ward and one in every Village (Due et al., 1997). 
However, in some cases, one officer fulfils both roles. The responsibilities of the Village 
and Ward officers include advising farmers via; visits to their farms, phone calls, office 
hours at the village office, or informal interactions around the village. The officers may also 
present farming and extension information during quarterly Community Meetings and call 
emergency meetings to inform farmers in the case of a disease outbreak or similar. In 
Babati, the officers deliver regular training to Farmers Groups and Farmer Field Schools 
and coordinate AES activities delivered by other actors. During my fieldwork, I observed 
that there is a hierarchy of communication from Village to Ward to District level, and 
apparently relatively regular meetings between the Ward and District level staff, and 
between Ward and Village level staff.  The hierarchy of administrative levels and the 
corresponding extension staff I interviewed in this study are shown in Table 1. 
Table 1. Tanzanian Administrative Levels, Corresponding Study Areas and Respondents 
 
Administrative 
Level 
Name of area studied My respondents 
Region Manyara DAICO 
District Babati 
Female District Extension Officer 
Male District Extension Officer 
Ward Njiro Ward Ilboru Ward - - 
Village Njiro Ilboru 
Female Field 
Extension 
Officer  
Male Field 
Extension 
Officer 
Sub-village n/a n/a 
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There are numerous NGOs and research organisations involved in delivering agricultural 
extension in Babati District. In this thesis, I focus on a program called Africa RISING
6
 
which focuses on the sustainable intensification of farming systems through ‘research for 
development’. Their objectives include research “to identify and evaluate demand-driven 
options for sustainable intensification” including effective land management practices to 
enhance agricultural productivity, soil fertility, and water conservation. They also work on 
‘scaling’ of these management practices which involves facilitating “partner-led 
dissemination of…innovations for sustainable intensification” both within and beyond 
Africa RISING project areas (Africa RISING, 2014a, 2014b). In Tanzania, the Africa 
RISING program is led by IITA and includes work on maize production systems led by 
CIAT, and on vegetable production, led by AVRDC. I talked with staff from each of these 
two areas of the programme and observed training activities led by them in Babati villages 
in 2016 and 2017. 
In all their activities, organisations involved in AES in Babati must coordinate with the 
government extension service. New projects and activities must be approved by the District 
Council, and the local Ward or Village extension officers are informed, and often involved 
with, all AES activities in their villages. The government extension officers are therefore 
prominently involved in most, if not all, extension activities throughout the district. The 
extension services in the two study villages are delivered using numerous methods (see 
Appendix I). Several respondents reported that there was a growing emphasis on using 
Farmers Groups to deliver extension, something which was confirmed by the DAICO and 
is outlined in recent literature (Duveskog, 2013; Manfre et al., 2013). 
2.2.3 Woman and Agricultural Extension Services 
It has been recognised since the 1970s and 1980s that agricultural extension services have 
generally failed to effectively deliver to women farmers by failing to acknowledge them as 
agricultural producers in their own right or to incorporate their needs and preferences in the 
content and delivery of AES (Manfre et al., 2013). Still today women farmers routinely 
have less access to agricultural extension than their male counterparts (Meinzen-Dick, 
2011) including in Manyara region, where my thesis is focused (United Republic of 
Tanzania, 2007). As a result, women farmers are less likely to adopt new agricultural 
practices, seed varieties and technologies and their average production remains lower than 
that of men farmers and below its potential (Manfre et al., 2013).   
The factors contributing to this inequity in access to AES are multiple and complex, and 
comprise a range of practical, institutional and norm-based constraints (Croppenstedt et al., 
2013). Critical practical factors include; women’s lack of rights and access to land, and 
time and mobility constraints due to women traditionally being responsible for domestic 
work alongside physical farm work. Social norms additionally restrict women’s autonomy 
and independence, and their influence in household decision-making. Institutional 
constraints include the fact that there has been relatively little consideration of women 
farmers as producers or as recipients of extension services; in 1983 the World Bank stated 
that; “…extension services are often biased toward work with men and neglect the very 
important role of women as farmers in most parts of the world” (The World Bank, 1982, p. 
73). Even today, many institutions involved in AES delivery work on the perception that 
“women are not farmers” (World Bank, 2010, p. xxv). Consequently, much extension is 
focused on production systems which women are generally less involved with and 
continues to be aimed at men farmers (Croppenstedt et al., 2013). It is also suggested that 
even when AES institutions aim for gender inclusivity, extension officers apply – 
consciously or not – unofficial selection factors to AES recipients including minimal land 
                                                     
6
 I also conducted interviews with other organisations involved in delivering AES in Babati 
but did not have the time or space to include analysis of these findings in this thesis. 
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size, literacy levels and ability to purchase inputs, all of which will tend to differentially 
exclude women farmers as recipients of AES (Manfre et al., 2013). 
Nevertheless, consideration of gender has improved since early AES. Earlier approaches 
tended to treat AES simply as a technical system involving a transfer of information 
followed by a set of rational decisions and actions on the part of farmer, who were treated 
as a homogenous group. However, there has been growing recognition that in reality, AES 
are embedded in complex systems involving multiple actors with different needs and 
agendas (Leeuwis, 2004, p. 24; Manfre et al., 2013). Critically, it is increasingly 
acknowledged that they are strongly affected by socio-cultural factors including deeply 
entrenched gender norms and power relations (Leeuwis, 2004). The T&V approach in 
particular did not account for these dynamics and tended to promote one model of ’best 
practice’ to all farmers and assumed information would be transferred effectively and 
equitably from contact farmers to other farmers in their community. In reality, this 
approach was ineffective in reaching more marginal farmers, particularly women. More 
recently, the move towards ‘demand driven’ AES acknowledges that different producers 
have different needs, interests and preferences, and different abilities to pursue these. These 
services thus have the potential to include and respond to the views, priorities and needs of 
women farmers in AES. The move towards ‘plurality’ of AES providers and delivery 
methods also has the potential to improve the capacity of services to deliver to different 
types of farmers with different needs in different settings (Manfre et al., 2013). Some 
suggest that this has led to improvement towards AES better incorporating and responding 
to the needs and preferences of women farmers (Anderson, 2007; FAO, 2011). However, 
others say that gender dynamics are still rarely systematically included as an explicit focus 
in AES and many of the constraints to women accessing extension services remain 
overlooked (Manfre et al., 2013; Mbo’o-Tchouawou and Colverson, 2014). 
Identifying, understanding and addressing the constraints to women farmers using AES is 
critical to enhancing their use of AES. This could improve the productivity, livelihoods and 
food security of women farmers and their households, which could contribute to achieving 
more efficient agricultural production for the Tanzanian agricultural sector as a whole, 
enhancing its role as a driver of  rural development. Furthermore, the information  
generated in this thesis will be valuable for AES providers aiming to improve the efficiency 
and impact of their AES (Manfre et al., 2013). It is important to consider the suitability of 
different AES methods for reaching women farmers, and the capacity within AES 
institutions to effectively deliver gender-inclusive AES. There are significant knowledge 
gaps around how well extension services capture and address women farmers’ needs and 
how well different AES methods and approaches facilitate equal benefits for women and 
men farmers (Manfre et al., 2013, p. 28; Mbo’o-Tchouawou and Colverson, 2014).  I aim to 
contribute to addressing these gaps in this thesis. 
2.3 The study sites 
My two study villages are in separate but neighbouring wards in the lowland area of Babati 
District not far from the base of Mount Kwaraa. In this thesis I change their names - to 
Njiro and Ilboru - in order to protect my respondents’ identities. The landscape around both 
is rolling hills and wide plains with a mix of shrubland, grassland and low trees. Soils are of 
volcanic origin and the average annual rainfall is around 750-900mm per year falling in two 
main seasons from October to December and February to May. Major crops in both areas 
are maize, pigeonpea, beans and sunflower (Babati District Council, 2014). Sociocultural 
data about the villages and respective Wards is difficult to find but according to the Ward 
Agricultural Extension Officers, the major ethnic groups in Njiro village are Iraqw, Rangi, 
Gorowa and Barbaiq and the main religion is Islam, followed by Christianity. In Ilboru 
village, the major ethnic groups are Iraqw, Rangi and Gorowa and the main religion is 
Christianity followed by Islam. Ilboru village is larger, with a population of around 4,000, 
compared to around 1,400 in Njiro village in 2012 (Babati District Council, 2012).   
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3 Theories and concepts 
This chapter details theories and concepts which I use to draw insights from my empirical 
findings about the use of AES by women farmers in Babati District, Tanzania. I outline two 
main branches of theory – social norms in relation to gender and power relations (3.1) and 
concepts of knowledge (3.2) – and link these to relevant aspects of my study. I then bring 
these inter-related theories together to create an analytical framework for my analysis (3.3). 
3.1 Institutions, norms and power relations: a feminist perspective 
A focus on the experiences of women, and specifically on inequalities in their use of 
agricultural extension services, means that feminist theory is highly relevant in this thesis. 
Broadly, feminist theory considers the oppression of women by systematic gender 
inequalities in society (Inglis and Thorpe, 2012). In particular, I will draw on ‘liberal 
feminism’, which focuses on material inequalities between men and women and sees that 
these can be addressed through the reform of existing institutions (ibid).  
In liberal feminism, institutions are generally limited to political and legal rules and 
structures. However, in this thesis, I will apply the theory to a broader definition. One 
useful and commonly cited definition comes from North (1991, p. 97) who describes 
institutions as; “humanly devised constraints that structure political, economic and social 
interaction”, consisting of; “…both informal constraints (sanctions, taboos, customs, 
traditions, and codes of conduct), and formal rules (constitutions, laws, property rights)”. 
Authors including Portes (2010) state that informal institutions originate from values that 
are deeply held by people and evolve out of particular historical and cultural contexts. 
These values shape social ‘norms’; unwritten rules which determine people’s choices and 
actions and the legitimate way in which things should be done (Friel, 2017). Williamson 
(2000, p. 597) argues that such norms, customs and traditions are the first level of 
institutions in any society and “have a lasting grip on the way a society conducts itself”. 
These norms do not exist in isolation, but instead come together in organised bundles to 
define ‘roles’ of different people in different positions in society, dictating their expected or 
accepted behaviours and responsibilities (Portes, 2010).  
In this thesis, my focus is on gender norms which determine the respective roles of 
women and men. These have important implications for women farmers’ willingness and 
ability to use extension services (Manfre et al., 2013). In Tanzania, social norms dictate that 
women are rarely responsible for land ownership or farm decision-making (O’Sullivan et 
al., 2014). Instead, their roles are often farm labour and domestic work including food 
preparation and childcare. In some places, norms also restrict women from travelling away 
from the home or talking to strangers without the permission of their husbands. The ability 
of Tanzanian women to use agricultural extension services is therefore significantly 
influenced by gender norms. 
North (1992) and Portes (2010) argue that social norms can become incorporated in 
formal institutions including markets, systems of education and organisations. Such 
structures are created by people enacting roles based on the norms of their society and 
consequently, informal norms become a ‘blueprint’ which shape and influence how formal 
institutions function. In turn, therefore, the functioning of these formal institutions 
contributes to reinforcing social norms (Portes, 2010). Although institutional changes can 
be triggered relatively quickly at an upper ‘surface’ level – for example, by the introduction 
of a new governmental policy – several authors argue that underlying value-based social 
norms are very resistant to change (Portes, 2010; Williamson, 2000). Consequently, this 
can result in a difference between how things should be, based on existing policies and 
guidelines, and how things actually are. 
Relating this to agricultural extension, a number of authors argue that the content and 
delivery of extension services, and the structure and functioning of the formal institutions 
and organisations involved in delivering them, will be shaped by the gender norms of the 
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society they exist in (Inglis and Thorpe, 2012; Manfre et al., 2013, p. 255). In turn, the way 
in which these services are delivered can further perpetuate gender norms. As Farnworth 
and Colverson (2015, p. 20) argue; “any intervention....by extension services will shape – 
and be shaped by – gender relations”. The fact that norms are based on deeply held values 
that are slow to change offers a perspective to evaluate why extension services are still not 
delivering to women and men farmers equitably, despite efforts at a policy and governance 
level to make services more gender-inclusive. 
Closely relevant to the theory of gender norms and inequalities is the theory of power, 
when seen as “people’s capacity to make strategic life choices and exercise influence” 
(Kabeer, 2010, p. 106). Historically, women have held less power than men in many 
societies, due to social structures rooted in norms (Kabeer, 2010). Power relations comprise 
several dimensions. In this thesis I apply an interpretation of Kabeer’s concepts of ‘power 
to’; an individual’s ability to make and pursue their own choices, ‘power over’; the ability 
of dominant groups to impose their choices on others, or, as interpreted by Tegbaru et al 
(2015), an individual’s access to and control over assets; ‘power within’; how actors view 
themselves and their sense of agency and self-worth which dictates what farmers (think 
they) are able, allowed and expected to do (Kabeer, 2010, p. 107; Leeuwis and Aarts, 
2011), and, finally, ‘power with’; the greater power of individuals when they work together 
in groups and with the support of allies (Kabeer, 2010). Each of these dimensions of power 
will contribute to determining women farmers’ willingness and ability to access and use 
agricultural extension services. 
The concept of power can be seen to be increasingly used in agricultural extension in the 
move towards ‘demand-driven’ services (Chowa et al., 2013; Leeuwis & Aarts, 2011). 
These approaches aim to grant more power to farmers to shape extension services to better 
meet their needs. In such services, farmers “must be empowered to…articulate their 
demands” (Duveskog, 2013, p. 15). This will be particularly true for women farmers who 
are often constrained from voicing their needs by systematic gender norms and unequal 
power relations.  
3.2 Knowledge: sources and users, questions of legitimacy 
Another branch of theory I will use relates to knowledge. Long (1996) states that within the 
field of knowledge there has been a transformation away from a belief in the superior role 
of experts, towards consideration of the contribution ‘local’ knowledge can make. He states 
that there has been increasing recognition that standardised solutions that experts produce 
are ineffective and that there is a need for more flexible strategies shaped by the input of 
local actors (Long, 1996). In AES, this is reflected in the move towards demand-driven 
services which aim to incorporate the knowledge, needs and preferences of farmers 
(Duveskog, 2013). This is intended to create more responsive service delivery, which could 
facilitate progress towards women farmers being better able to shape service delivery to 
meet their needs (Manfre 2013, page 27). Historically, extension has rarely been tailored to 
farmers’ needs and preferences and, in particular, services have failed to effectively deliver 
to women farmers (Röling, 1990). There is a need to identify the different needs and 
preferences of women farmers, so that AES service providers have the knowledge to tailor 
services to meet their requirements.  
Another concept in knowledge theory is that of an ‘actor oriented perspective’ (Leeuwis 
et al., 1990). This view states that knowledge is socially constructed and different actors 
will have different interests and ways of creating and using knowledge (Leeuwis et al., 
1990). Advocates of this concept argue that the generation and use of knowledge by 
farmers is strongly shaped by social and cultural processes involving “aspects of power, 
authority and legitimation” (Leeuwis et al., 1990, p. 22). Knowledge is not an equally 
accessible and used resource within a community and, in particular, gender norms and 
power relations will have an impact on an individual’s access to knowledge and on that 
individual’s ability to use such knowledge (Briggs, 2005). Applying this concept, it could 
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be seen that gender norms and power relations may affect the types and sources of 
agricultural extension used by men and women farmers, the ways and means by which they 
are able to access them, and if and how they are able to use the knowledge they receive. 
3.3 Linking gender relations, power and knowledge 
Together, the theories of gender norms, power relations and knowledge have multifaceted 
implications for women farmers’ use of agricultural extension services and are closely 
interrelated. Some of the linkages between the theories as used in this study are illustrated 
in Figure 1 and described below. 
Linking power relations and knowledge, Foucault (1977) discusses a power/knowledge 
nexus in which knowledge and knowledge systems are shaped by prevailing power 
structures in a society, and the functioning of these knowledge systems in turn contribute to 
shaping and reinforcing these power structures (McNay, 1992). Unequal power relations 
therefore create groups with differing abilities to access and use different knowledge 
resources. In turn, access to knowledge can be empowering and a lack of access can be 
disempowering with the result that inequalities in knowledge access will perpetuate 
inequalities in power (Leeuwis and Aarts, 2011; Portes, 2010). Gender is one dimension 
along which unequal power relations exist and, historically, social norms and structures 
have dictated that women hold less power than men in many forums.  In relation to AES, in 
many cases, male heads of households have ‘power over’ whether their wives are able to 
attend AES activities (Kabeer, 2010). These ‘structures of domination’ therefore constrain 
women farmers’ ability to autonomously access AES knowledge which then affects their 
power to participate and negotiate in household and farm decision-making (McNay, 1992).  
This is also linked to societal (gender) norms.  There are bodies of rules which define the 
identity, status and actions of ‘knowers’, creators and receivers of knowledge in a 
knowledge system (Phelan, 1990). In other words, norms dictate who is considered a 
legitimate receiver and user of knowledge. These are enforced by gender and power 
relations which dictate that men are often the decision-makers and farm managers whilst 
women are labourers and marginal farmers (Croppenstedt et al., 2013). Men are therefore 
seen as more legitimate receivers and users of knowledge and, consequently, extension 
continues to be aimed at them with the assumption that knowledge will ‘trickle across’ to 
other members of the household (Croppenstedt et al., 2013; Manfre et al., 2013, p. 8). On 
the other hand, women’s agricultural practices – and their related knowledge – are often 
viewed as domestic, informal and unofficial, a norm which could constrain their 
participation in more formal forums of learning (Bourdieu, 2010, p. 41). 
Power relations and gender norms interact to affect the ability of women to actively 
participate in public forums and therefore to effectively gain knowledge or to communicate 
their knowledge needs. Foucault’s concept of ‘subjugated knowledges’ describes discourses 
and experiences of marginalised groups – such as women – which are not fully articulated 
and are therefore ‘denied official status’ (McNay, 1992). As Foucault sees it, within 
discourses, such as that around AES, there are rules which determine the spectrum of 
statements or ‘speech acts’ that can be taken seriously (McNay, 1992).  As women are often 
not perceived as legitimate actors in AES, their ability to actively participate in formal AES 
forums is constrained. They are therefore also restricted in their ability to communicate 
their extension needs in these forums (Mosse, 1994). With a move towards demand-driven 
AES, this could mean that women are marginalised during consultations, resulting in 
services that do not reflect their interests and concerns (Briggs, 2005; Farnworth and 
Colverson, 2015). 
AES practitioners are not exempt from the influence of societal norms and consequently, 
through their actions, such norms can become entrenched in the functioning of AES 
institutions and perpetuated in how AES are designed and delivered, with implications for 
women farmers’ use of AES (Farnworth and Colverson, 2015; North, 1991). 
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Knowledge, power, and gender relations, and the links between them, need to be 
explicitly acknowledged if agricultural extension services are to meet the needs and 
preferences of women farmers (Briggs, 2005). I apply these concepts and theories to the 
analysis of my findings in order to generate insights into women farmers’ access to and use 
of agricultural extension services in Babati District, Tanzania.  
 
 
 
  
Figure 1. Schematic of analytical framework showing theories of gender norms, power relations and 
knowledge and interlinkages between them in relation to topics in this study. 
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4 Methodology 
In this chapter I discuss and critique the research approach used in this study and explain 
how the study sites and respondents were selected. I also describe details of the methods 
and tools I used to collect my field data and how my findings were analysed. 
4.1 Epistemology and Research Design  
This thesis is informed by a ‘transformative’ epistemology which states that social science 
research should improve the situation for marginalised groups through the ‘transformation’ 
of existing institutions (Creswell, 2014). I also draw on the ‘constructivist’ view that people 
have different subjective experiences and that hearing actors’ own accounts is critical to 
understanding a situation (Creswell, 2014). This is best studied using a phenomenological 
research design which aims to explore “…the lived experiences of individuals...as 
described by the participants” (Creswell, 2014, p. 14). Specifically, ‘phenomenological 
feminism’ emphasises understanding the perspectives and lived experiences of women and 
sees gender as integral to how society works so that phenomena can only be understood by 
hearing from actors within the social system in question (Tegbaru et al., 2015). Such a 
research design is best served by a qualitative research approach which allows “exploring 
and understanding the meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human 
problem” (Creswell, 2014, p. 3).  A qualitative approach also emphasises research in a 
natural setting and presenting the perspective of actors involved, which suits my aim to 
investigate experiences and perceptions of women farmers themselves in situ in Babati 
(Creswell, 2014). Qualitative methods are suited to the collection of in-depth and complex 
descriptions and explanations of phenomena. The qualitative methods I chose to use were; 
group interviews, individual in-depth interviews and observations. I ‘triangulated’ different 
methods in order to build a detailed picture of the situation and to compensate for 
shortcomings of each method alone (Flick, 2006). Here I describe my chosen methods and 
some of their strengths and weaknesses.  
4.1.1 Qualitative data collection 
I conducted six weeks of data collection in March and April 2017.  I chose to start 
collection with group interviews with farmers as they permit identification and exploration 
of the range of issues, perceptions and experiences amongst respondents in a particular 
context. This allowed me to identify at the start of my project some of the topics that were 
important to the farmers in relation to AES and different types or categories of respondents 
which could then be pursued further in in-depth interviews (Morgan, 1997). Compared to 
the more common ‘focus group’ structure, in which data is generated from discussion 
amongst a small group of participants, a ‘group interview’ uses a facilitator to pose 
questions to the whole group and collect answers from individuals (Flick, 2006). This 
allows data to be gathered from a larger group of participants and in a more structured 
manner. The benefit of this was that I could efficiently collect data from several farmers 
simultaneously and have greater control over the direction of discussions, especially with 
the need to translate between Swahili and English. However, it was still challenging for me 
to follow the discussion and check that it was staying on topic and a few times I had to 
revisit some questions for clarification. Another limitation of this approach is that relatively 
few questions or topics could be covered and the depth of detail in the collected data is 
more limited (Rubin and Rubin, 2005).  
I complemented group interviews with individual in-depth interviews with farmers which 
allowed collection of more detailed data about individual opinions and experiences 
(Morgan, 1997). I used a semi-structured approach following a question guide. This 
allowed me to ensure that I covered all the necessary topics to answer my research 
objectives, but also allowed respondents to introduce the topics they found to be important 
(Flick, 2006; Rubin and Rubin, 2005). I led these interviews myself alongside a translator. 
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This allowed me to adapt the questioning during the interview to follow-up on interesting 
points and focus on questions that yielded valuable responses. Using a structure made it 
easier for working with an interpreter as it allowed us to prepare in advance (Willis, 2006). 
However, compared to an unstructured interview, it limited the opportunity for more free-
flowing discussion or more in-depth exploration of relevant topics which I had not included 
in my question guide. Working through a translator also created challenges as sometimes 
questions became simplified and more direct as the nuance of the original question could 
not be fully translated, which sometimes led to shorter answers. Additionally, interviews 
took longer and less could be covered within the time available 
I also conducted in-depth interviews with AES practitioners. This included 
representatives from the Babati District government extension service and from the 
research program Africa RISING
7
. These interviews were again semi-structured, but in 
some cases included aspects of expert interviews in which more strongly directive 
questions are used to gather information from their expertise in the field, alongside more 
open-ended questions to explore their personal perspectives (Flick, 2006). Some 
practitioner interviews were more like ‘ethnographic interviews’ which started as casual 
conversations which I asked to make into formal interviews. This allowed collection of 
candid perceptions and opinions and improved my efficiency in terms of how much data I 
could collect in the available fieldwork period as interviews could be done whenever the 
chance arose (Flick, 2006). However, the less planned nature of these interviews meant that 
they sometimes did not cover all relevant topics for my research objectives. 
In addition to interviews, I conducted observations of two AES training sessions. This 
allowed me to observe events as they occurred and to evaluate the situation for myself 
(Flick, 2006). I could compare this to farmers’ and practitioners’ accounts and consider 
how and why there might be apparent differences between respondents’ accounts and my 
observations. However, drawbacks of observations are that they provide only a snapshot of 
the conditions in the field and are from an outsider’s perspective (Flick, 2006). The 
observers’ own sociocultural background and context is likely to affect their perspective 
and interpretations of what is being observed. For this reason, it was important to conduct 
‘self-observations’ to acknowledge potential research bias (Flick, 2006).  
I applied several strategies to ensure the validity – the authenticity and credibility – of my 
project (Creswell, 2014). I triangulated my methods in order to create a detailed picture of 
the situation, and to compare and combine findings from different sources (Flick, 2006). I 
documented my process throughout including any challenges and changes to my planned 
methods. I also kept a notebook of observations to build a ‘rich picture’ of the context of 
my study and included self-observations to identify potential researcher bias. I tried to be 
constantly aware of potential bias whilst conducting interviews and interpreting my data; I 
continually reviewed my interpretation and coding of responses to ensure it remained the 
same between interviewees and true to the categories I defined. Finally, when my thesis 
was complete, I asked two people who were not familiar with my study to be external 
auditors to read and critique my thesis to ensure it is understandable to external readers. 
4.2 Selection of study sites 
I chose Babati District as the location for my research as it is an area of high agricultural 
productivity in Tanzania and the focus of myriad agricultural extension efforts (Hillbur, 
2013). I also had existing contact with relevant actors in the area from an internship 
conducted in 2016, including government staff, research organisations and NGOs. 
Familiarity with actors and ways of working in Babati was critical for completion of the 
study in the available fieldwork period of six weeks. 
                                                     
7
 I also interviewed representatives of several other organisations involved in AES delivery in Babati, 
but unfortunately did not have the time or space to include analysis of these results in this thesis 
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I selected two study villages. I have changed the names to Njiro village in Njiro ward and 
Ilboru village in Ilboru ward in order to maintain the anonymity of respondents. The 
villages were chosen for being in separate but neighbouring wards in Babati district and 
therefore having similar agroecology and socioeconomic characteristics but different ward-
level agricultural extension officers and services. As my focus is on gender, I was also 
interested to have one site with a female field extension officer (Njiro village), and one with 
a male field officer (Ilboru village). The sites were also selected for being easily accessible 
from Babati town and each other. 
4.3 Selection and definition of study topic 
My research topic originated from observations I made whilst accompanying a team from 
the International Institute for Tropical Agriculture (IITA) as they delivered farmer training 
days in villages in Babati District in 2016.  I began to observe apparent differences in how 
women and men farmers behaved and participated during the sessions. In particular, I noted 
that they often sat separately and that there were differences in how the men and women 
farmers were addressed and in their confidence and willingness to participate. These casual 
observations stayed with me and I began to wonder what effects these and other dynamics 
had on women farmers’ experiences of AES. I wondered whether the women farmers found 
current AES to be useful sources of information, or if they had alternative needs and 
preferences. After a literature review, I identified that this was a critical knowledge gap in 
agricultural extension science (Manfre et al., 2013). This was the idea I entered the field 
with but I allowed my specific focus and theoretical ideas to emerge during my 
investigation as I heard from actors in the field.  
4.4 Access to the field 
I was supported in arranging my data collection by IITA which has a long history of 
working in Babati District and strong links with agricultural extension service actors. This 
affiliation made contact and cooperation with local actors possible. However, it will have 
also influenced how I was perceived by people I interviewed with implications for how 
respondents answered my questions, particularly when they were asked to critique AES. I 
observed this in some cases, although most discussions were candid. I also took steps to 
reduce this effect by explaining that my research was primarily for my own academic 
studies and not an investigation by IITA, and assuring respondents that their responses were 
anonymous so they were free to express their opinions. Triangulation of methods, 
particularly with my own observations, also allowed me to critique responses. 
Before starting my fieldwork, it was important to follow local protocols and make 
courtesy calls to local authorities. I visited the District Agriculture Irrigation and Livestock 
Cooperatives Officer (DAICO) and then met with District Agricultural Extension Officers 
who made introductions with the Village and Ward Extension Officers in my study 
villages. Arrangements were then made directly with the Village and Ward Officers, 
facilitated by my translator.  
I had previously worked with my translator, Felister, during my internship fieldwork in 
2016 when we were put in touch by a mutual contact at Babati District Council. From this, 
I knew that we had a good working relationship and that Felister is knowledgeable about 
many of the issues related to my study topic from her Bachelor degree in Rural 
Development from Sokoine University of Agriculture. Felister is from Babati District and 
lives in Babati Town, so is also familiar with my study areas and with local institutions and 
ways of working. To prepare for the interviews, we had an initial briefing in which I 
introduced Felister to the objectives of my study, the aim and format of the interviews we 
would do, and her expected role. Although we had previously conducted interviews 
together, this was only the second time doing interviews with translation for both of us and 
it took a couple of interviews for us to find our rapport and the appropriate level of structure 
for our questioning. After each interview, we had a debriefing to discuss our observations 
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and interpretations and to review our technique so we could improve for the next interview. 
I found that Felister had good research instincts and was invested in collecting good data 
for my project. One challenge we encountered in early interviews was that sometimes 
Felister would re-phrase questions or ask follow-up questions without first translating the 
exchange to me. Additionally, she would sometimes summarise responses rather than 
translating them more fully. These are both common challenges of translating during 
interviews, and after I emphasised the importance of me hearing responses as fully and 
accurately as possible, our technique and the quality of data we collected continued to 
improve. As well as translating, Felister was invaluable in helping me to navigate local 
socio-cultural and logistical factors which affected my data collection such as hierarchies of 
communication, public holidays, and appropriate times for interviews. She also often 
‘translated’ social norms that I was unfamiliar with and facilitated arrangements such as a 
car and driver and coordination with extension officers. I could not have conducted my 
fieldwork without her. 
4.5 Methods 
4.5.1 Sampling farmer respondents 
Farmers were identified and contacted through the Village and Ward Extension Officers 
based on advice from local contacts that these officers would be familiar with the majority 
of farmers in their area, have the means to contact them, and that farmers would be 
accustomed to being recruited by their local officer for such purposes (Morgan, 1997). An 
important drawback of this approach is that my sample was consequently biased towards 
farmers with whom the extension officers were in easy contact. I was also dependent on the 
officers to follow my selection criteria rather than selecting only the best achieving farmers 
or most active users of extension to give a positive account of AES, which was initially 
challenging (see below)
8
. As my research problem is concerned with the experiences of 
women farmers, I spoke mainly to women farmers. However, I also interviewed some men 
farmers to gain broader contextual understanding of gender relations and farmer 
experiences of AES in Babati. 
Group interview participants 
For group interviews, extension officers were asked to select 10-12 male farmers and 10-12 
women farmers. Participants were over-recruited to compensate for no-shows, but in the 
end, full numbers often showed up, particularly for men’s groups, which had implications 
for the group interview process (see below). In two (of eight) cases especially, participants 
were selected for convenience so that the groups could be conducted at the pre-arranged 
time, which was critical when a translator, two facilitators, the Village Extension Officer, 
and a car and driver had been recruited and paid for that day; one group were recruited after 
a community funeral in Njiro village, and another group after prayer in the mosque in 
Ilboru village. The only sampling criterion was that the participants should be farmers, so I 
had little influence over the sample, however, in practice, the groups were generally a mix 
of ages, experience levels, and activeness in using extension which provided a broad range 
of farmer perspectives, although there was a bias towards members of Farmers Groups. 
Individual interview participants 
For individual interview respondents, I used purposive sampling. The extension officers 
were given criteria that respondents should be: women (plus two men in each village) and 
involved in the farming activities in their household. I also requested to talk with a mix of 
more active and less active users of extension and a mix of female heads-of-household 
                                                     
8
 In Ilboru village the officer initially arranged interviews only with farmers who were very high-
performing and active users of extension. I had to repeatedly request to also speak with individuals 
who were less engaged with AES.  
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(FHH) and women farmers within male-headed households (MHH), because this is an 
important factor in accessing extension (Doss, 2001).  Towards the beginning of my 
fieldwork, there were a couple of instances where officers did not follow these criteria, 
either intentionally or unintentionally
8
. It also took me some trial-and-error to define the 
criteria I needed and identify caveats to these
9
. After I clarified my criteria, the officers 
connected me with suitable respondents. Respondents were also selected for convenience 
and availability; with limited fieldwork time, ease of access to respondents was an 
important factor (Flick, 2006). A summary of my farmer respondents is shown in Table 2. 
My sampling was (re)defined as the research progressed based on emerging findings and 
theories. Further respondents were selected for the expected level of new insight they 
would bring, again using criteria given to the extension officers (Flick, 2006). I initially 
planned to talk only with women involved in farm management and using AES themselves, 
but I later adapted the sampling to also speak with women who were not involved in 
management decisions, as this represented a significant proportion of women farmers in the 
study area and yielded interesting perspectives. As far as possible, interview respondents 
were different from group interview attendees, in order to avoid responses being influenced 
by group responses. However, in Njiro village where the extension officer was relatively 
new to her role and seemed less able to contact a wide range of farmers, a few of the 
farmers I interviewed individually had also attended a group interview. This limited the 
breadth of my sample, but access via the extension officer was the most pragmatic option in 
the time available. The sample was determined to be big enough when there was 
‘saturation’ of information with little new data added by each additional interview (Flick, 
2006). 
 
4.5.2 Group interviews   
I started with group interviews with farmers. I conducted eight groups in total; four in each 
study village, two with men and two with women, done in two rounds. After a first round, I 
decided that follow-up groups were needed for detail and clarification on topics from the 
first discussions (see (Morgan, 1997). Each group contained seven to 12 participants. Men 
and women were in separate groups. Discussions were semi-structured, following a 
framework of seven topics with guiding questions. A first group which was significantly 
delayed due to a community funeral and ran overtime so that not all topics could be covered 
was used as a de facto pilot to refine the topic guide in order to keep the discussion within 
two hours and focus on questions which yielded valuable answers. Discussions were led in 
Swahili by facilitators who had been briefed in detail about the aims of the project and of 
the group discussion. A male facilitator led the men groups and a female facilitator led the 
women groups in order to minimise gender power relations which could influence 
responses. The facilitators were recruited for their familiarity with agriculture and 
development in Tanzania, experience of academic field research, and for being local to 
Babati District. I sat at the side with a translator who summarised the discussions to me so I 
could follow the process and add follow-up questions or clarifications where needed. The 
local extension officers generally sat and observed. I initially intended that the officers 
would not be present in order to remove the possible influence of power relations on 
farmers’ responses, particularly when they were being asked to critique AES. However, 
during the pilot group interview, I found that when the extension officer was absent, 
discussions were exceptionally slow and difficult, primarily due to confusion amongst the 
farmers about the different types of AES which the facilitators and I were unable to solve. 
Felister and the facilitators also advised me that farmers are not comfortable talking to 
unfamiliar external actors without the extension officer present, or at least without the 
                                                     
9
 For example, when I asked to speak to ‘less active’ users of extension, the officer in Njiro village 
selected a farmer who had very recently moved to the village and this was the reason they were not 
engaged with local AES. I therefore had to clarify that respondents should be established in the area.  
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officers’ explicit endorsement of me and my research activities. I therefore decided that it in 
order to generate any data, it was necessary to have the extension officer present during the 
group interviews. They were asked not to contribute, except to clarify points of confusion. 
As far as I could observe, the farmers’ responses did not seem to be significantly inhibited 
by the extension officer’s presence. Groups were held in the Village extension office in 
Njiro village and in the Ward office in Ilboru village. 
I took notes and recorded the discussions on a Dictaphone. The second facilitator also 
wrote key points on flip-chart sheets taped to a wall at the front of the room
10
. The 
discussions each lasted around two hours. The process started with an introduction of my 
project, and the names and roles of the facilitators and translator. The facilitators then asked 
questions and collected responses from the participants. The first task was for the farmers 
to construct a list of the different types of agricultural extension services in their village 
which was written on the flipchart by the facilitator. This list defined the scope of the rest 
of the discussion. One question involved a voting exercise; farmers were given stickers to 
put on the flipchart sheets to indicate which types of extension they; i) used most, ii) used 
least, iii) liked most, and iv) liked least (see (Silverman, 2013, p. 213). Each category was 
voted on separately. Each farmer had three stickers to use for each category and were asked 
to vote for three different types of extension in each case (Figure 2). For ‘use most’, they 
could return stickers if they used fewer than three types of extension. The three extension 
types with the most votes in each category were shortlisted for discussion. At the end of the 
sessions, farmers were given a chance to comment or ask questions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                     
10
 I had initially not planned for the second facilitators to be present during group 
interviews in order to avoid power and gender relations which may affect farmers’ 
responses. However, I found that it was necessary to have someone to summarise the 
responses on the flipchart sheets, so they became involved as a matter of practicality. 
However, they were asked not to contribute to discussions and overall it seemed that their 
presence did not significantly affect farmers’ responses. 
Figure 2. Left: Women farmers vote for the AES they use most and least. Right: Votes on a 
flipchart sheet; pink stickers show ‘use most’, yellow show ‘use least’ 
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Table 2. Details of farmer respondents in individual interviews 
Identity in text Gender Age Household head 
Size of 
farm (Ha) 
Production for consumption 
or sale 
Responsibility for decision 
making* 
Responsibility for AES 
use* 
Member of 
farmers group 
Date of 
interview 
Njiro Village  
Woman farmer 1 F 36 FHH (widowed) 3 Mostly consumption Herself Herself Yes 27/3/17 
Woman farmer 2 F 31 MHH 9 Mostly sale (80:20) Husband Neither No 27/3/17 
Woman farmer 3 F 27 MHH 0.25 
Mostly consumption, sell 
surplus 
Both her and husband Both No 30/3/17 
Woman farmer 4 F 33 MHH 5 
Mostly consumption, sell 
surplus 
Both her and husband Husband No (but last year) 30/3/17 
Woman farmer 5 F 36 MHH 5 Mostly consumption Husband Both Yes 30/3/17 
Woman farmer 6 F 40 FHH (widowed) 1.5 Consumption Herself Herself Yes 31/3/17 
Woman farmer 7 F 46 MHH 8 
Mostly consumption, sell 
surplus 
Husband Herself No (but last year) 11/4/17 
Woman farmer 8 F 34 
FHH (husband 
lives elsewhere) 
1 Both Herself Herself Yes 19/4/17 
Man farmer 1 M 40 MHH 5 Mostly consumption Himself Himself, wife if absent Yes 11/4/17 
Man farmer 2 M 44 MHH 7 Both Himself Himself Yes 19/4/17 
Ilboru Village  
Woman farmer 1 F 45 FHH (widowed) 3 Both 
Herself, sometimes adult 
children 
Herself Yes 3/4/17 
Woman farmer 2 F 40 MHH 8 Both Husband Husband No 3/4/17 
Woman farmer 3 F 42 MHH 2.5 Both Both her and husband Herself Yes 4/4/17 
Woman farmer 4 F 46 MHH 4.5 Mostly sale Both her and husband Herself Yes 4/4/17 
Woman farmer 5 F 45 MHH 8 Both Husband Husband No 5/4/17 
Woman farmer 6 F 38 MHH 2 Mostly consumption Both her and husband Herself Yes (newly) 5/4/17 
Woman farmer 7 F 38 MHH 4 Mostly sale Husband, some cooperation Both Yes (newly) 5/4/17 
Woman farmer 8 F 47 FHH (widowed) 0 (rents 1) Consumption Herself N/A No 10/4/17 
Man farmer 1 M 46 MHH 6 Both Himself, some cooperation Himself Yes 10/4/17 
Man farmer 2 M 60 MHH 5 
Mostly consumption, sells 
surplus 
Himself Himself No 10/4/17 
*Respondent asked directly to identify the person responsible for this role in the household. In-depth discussions later in interviews revealed more detail and nuances about the responsibilities. 
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Table 3. Details of AES practitioner respondents 
Government Extension Service   
Identity in text Role Interview date Interview format 
Female District Officer 
District Level Officer 10/3/17 Semi-structured in-depth 
interview 
Male District Officer District Level Officer 10/3/17 “ “ 
Female Field Officer, 
Njiro Village 
Village Level Officer, Njiro Village  23/3/17 and 
19/417 
“ “ 
Male Field Officer, 
Ilboru Village 
Ward/Village Level Officer, Ilboru 
Village in Ilboru ward 
22/3/20 “ “ 
DAICO 
Acting District Agriculture Irrigation 
Livestock and Cooperative Officer, 
Babati District 
19/4/17 Ethnographic key informant 
interview 
Research Organisation, IITA   
Identity in text Description of Role   
Practitioner 1 Coordination of research in Babati 
District, Africa RISING 
2/3/17 and 
7/3/17 
Semi-structured in-depth 
interview 
Practitioner 2 Scientist, maize project 8/3/17 Ethnographic key informant 
interview 
Practitioner 3 Field Officer, vegetable project 21/4/17 Semi-structured in-depth 
interview 
Practitioner 4 Technology Scaling Specialist, Africa 
RISING 
17/4/17 
(together) 
Semi-structured in-depth 
interview (together) 
Practitioner 5 Field Officer, Seliani Agriculture 
Research Institute 
17/4/17 
(together) 
Semi-structured in-depth 
interview (together) 
 
4.5.3 Individual interviews 
Following the groups, I conducted one-on-one interviews with farmers. I interviewed eight 
women and two men in each village. Interviews were semi-structured and lasted one to one 
and half hours. A translator translated my questions to Swahili and the responses back to 
English. The interviews followed an informal pattern of questioning guided by a framework 
which included some closed, survey-style questions to collect metadata such as age, farm 
size, crops and animals, and marital status (Silverman, 2013). The order of the questions 
was adapted to responses and follow-up questions were used to gather more detail about 
interesting statements (Rubin and Rubin, 2005). The guide was adapted throughout the 
interviews as it became clear which questions yielded more useful information (Rubin and 
Rubin, 2005). The focus was on gathering detailed individual accounts from farmers about; 
what AES they use and prefer, their ability to hear about and attend different AES 
activities, divisions of responsibility for AES use and farm management decisions within 
their households, their experiences of participation during AES activities, and their 
perceptions about opportunities to influence the content and delivery of AES. Interviews 
were recorded on a Dictaphone and in written notes. 
I also conducted in-depth interviews with AES practitioners. These included government 
agricultural extension officers at the District, Ward and Village level as well as individuals 
within or working with the research programme Africa RISING led by IITA
11
. A summary 
of these respondents is shown in Table 3. These respondents were identified by ‘snowball 
sampling’, starting with my existing contacts. I focused on staff involved in design and 
delivery of AES and/or those familiar with their organisation’s policies relating to farmer 
training and gender inclusivity. I made sure to talk with respondents of both genders. The 
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 I also interviewed actors from other organisations involved in local extension service delivery, but 
did not have the time to analyse this data to include it in my thesis 
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interviews were again semi-structured and guided by a question framework designed to 
gather respondents’ expert knowledge, but also to explore their personal perspectives. The 
interviews lasted approximately one hour. A translator was used where necessary, although 
most interviews were conducted in English. Some began as informal conversations with 
field contacts and I then asked permission to develop them into a more formal interviews. 
4.5.4 Observations 
Throughout data collection, I kept a field diary of observations. I particularly focused on 
indications of attitudes and opinions relating to gender and the delivery of extension 
services.  I noted descriptive observations as well as my own thoughts or impressions 
(Flick, 2006). I also conducted observations at two training events held in or close to each 
of the study villages, happening at a time when I was in the area and not busy with 
interviews. In Ilboru village I observed the first session of a new vegetable production 
group which involved establishing a vegetable demonstration plot. I also observed a 
training about Farmers Group management and crop row spacing techniques in a town near 
Njiro village. During these sessions, I took note of how training was delivered, the 
behaviour of the trainers and the farmers, and indications of factors relating to gender. I 
took notes and photographs, and asked some informal questions to those involved.  
4.5.5 Data analysis 
Throughout my study, themes and theories were ‘emergent’; they were developed and 
became defined and re-defined as the data was collected and analysed (Silverman, 2013). 
Analysis started in the field; directly after interviews I made notes on the main points from 
the discussion, and my thoughts and impressions. I had a debrief with the facilitators and 
translator to obtain insights from those who were more familiar with the local context than 
me, and to clarify things I had missed. I identified some broad themes during this process.  
Using my written notes as a starting point, I transcribed the interviews using a trial 
version of InqScribe. Where more detail was needed, I listened to the audio recordings and 
transcribed the English parts of the discussion. Particularly relevant sections were 
transcribed exactly but otherwise detailed notes were made (see (Flick, 2006). Where I felt 
details had been missed during the on-the-spot translation, I emailed the audio file and 
transcript to my translator and she added detail from the Swahili discussion.  
After all interviews were transcribed, I constructed a matrix in Excel. I used my research 
questions and initial broad themes identified in the field as headings. I went through each 
interview and pasted responses from the transcript into the relevant sections. Headings were 
iteratively refined and sub-themes added as patterns emerged. These headings were used to 
structure the analysis of my empirical findings, which comprise the next chapters.  
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5 Empirical Findings: Women farmers’ use of 
agricultural extension 
This chapter is the first of two empirical chapters. In the first section (5.1) I focus on 
Objective 1 and detail my findings about the use of different AES by farmers in Njiro and 
Ilboru village, mainly based on responses and observations from group interviews. 
Specifically, I present indications of ways in which women farmers’ access to, and use of, 
AES may differ from that of men farmers and initial suggestions of particular factors that 
women farmers face in using AES. At the end of the section there is a short discussion of 
these findings with reference to theories and literature. In section 5.2 I draw on individual 
in-depth interviews and field observations to address Objective 2 by exploring in greater 
detail the factors affecting women farmers’ ability and willingness to use different AES, 
with a particular focus on the influence of societal gender norms. At the end of this section, 
I again discuss the findings using theory and literature. Further empirical data is then 
presented in Chapter 6.  
5.1 Women farmers’ use of, and preferences, for different 
agricultural extension services in Babati District  
As a starting point for investigating my research problem, I identified the types of AES that 
women and men farmers in Njiro and Ilboru were familiar with. The first task in group 
interviews was for farmers to identify the extension services available in their villages. The 
first types of AES mentioned by almost all respondents – both men and women – were: 
Meeting with an Extension Officer; Phone Calls with an Extension Officer; Community 
Meetings; Farmer Groups; and Farmer Field Schools (see Appendix I for descriptions, 
Appendix II for summary of lists). Other types of extension, mostly comprising technical 
training, often delivered by private actors, were identified much more slowly and hesitantly 
and only with prompting from the facilitators
12
. In some cases, the extension officer had to 
describe or clarify what certain types of technical extension were (e.g. ‘Field Day’ or 
‘Mother-Baby Plots’) before farmers recognised it, even if they had used it13.  
For farmers in Njiro and Ilboru, the primary source of extension therefore appears to be 
contact with their local government agricultural extension officer through one-on-one 
meetings and phones calls, in general meetings with the whole community, or sometimes 
through group training. Other types of technical extension are generally less familiar. This 
seemed to be particularly true for women farmers. During group interviews women farmers 
were particularly hesitant to talk about types of technical extension compared to men 
farmers. They were less certain when naming types of extension, and identified fewer 
unprompted than men, indicating a lack of familiarity with technical training amongst 
women farmers. Their hesitation was also partly due to shyness in front of unknown hosts; 
as one group explained, they did not speak freely at the start of the session because they 
were unfamiliar with us ‘newcomers’ and with the discussion topic. This reticence with 
unknown people and new topics suggests that women farmers may also be less willing and 
comfortable to fully participate in technical extension activities led by external actors.  
There were also indications of differences in the types of AES that women and men 
farmers used and preferred. These emerged during an exercise where farmers voted to 
shortlist the three types of extension they use most, use least, like most and like least, and 
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Prior to interviews, I compiled lists of the extension methods used in Njiro village and Ilboru village 
in collaboration with the local extension officers. It was left to the farmers to name the ones they 
knew but the lists were used by the facilitators to prompt for further suggestions.  
13
 This was one of several indications that there are issues in how AES are communicated to farmers 
in general; farmers were apparently not familiar with the different extension types as defined by 
training providers, and perhaps do not see such a clear distinction between them or know them by the 
names AES providers use. This would be an interesting and valuable research topic. 
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then discussed the reasons behind these shortlists. Table 4 shows which AES methods were 
shortlisted for each category by women and men in group interviews in Njiro and Ilboru 
village, and the number of votes each received. 
Table 4. Use of, and preference for, different types of AES as shortlisted by farmers through a voting 
exercise during group interviews. The extension types are shown in the order in which they were 
listed by farmers. Number of votes are shown and the total number of participants is given in the 
column headings (n = x). Source: field data for this thesis, first round of Group Interviews. 
 
Overall, focusing on the types of extension used most, there were indications that women 
farmers primarily use forms of one-on-one contact with an extension officer, general 
community meetings and learning from neighbours and other farmers whereas men farmers 
were more likely to use technical training through formal groups and demonstrations (Table 
4). Even when women in Ilboru village shortlisted Demonstration Plots amongst their most 
used forms of AES, discussions revealed different reasons for this compared to men 
farmers. Whilst both appreciated the opportunity to learn about improved seeds and to 
compare ‘local’ and ‘best’ farming practices, women farmers also saw Demonstration Plots 
as “...a learning place” where “one can meet with other farmers and have a discussion” 
 Njiro Village Ilboru Village 
 Men (n = 10) Women (n – 10) Men (n = 12) Women (n = 7) 
Used 
most 
Community 
Meeting 
8 
Community 
Meeting 
6 
Visit with 
extension 
officer 
6 
Visit with 
extension 
officer 
7 
Farmers 
Groups 
5 
Visit with 
extension 
officer 
5 
Demonstration 
Plot 
9 
Demonstration 
Plot 
5 
Field School 3 
Farmer-
Farmer 
Contact 
4 
Farmers 
Groups 
 
9 
Phone call with 
extension 
officer 
4 
Used 
least 
Field Day 
 
10 Field Day 6 
Community 
Meeting 
12 
Community 
Meeting 
3 
Seed Plot 6 
Demonstration 
plot 
9 Field Day 12 Field Day 5 
Phone call 
with extension 
officer 
6 Study tour 6 Study tour 12 
Farmer-Farmer 
Contact 
6 
Liked 
most 
Farmers 
Groups 
5 
Farmers 
Groups 
 
7 
Visit with 
extension 
officer 
7 
Farmer-Farmer 
Contact 
3 
Demonstration 
Plot 
6 
Visit with 
extension 
officer 
6 
Study tour 
 
10 
Farmer Field 
School 
3 
Mother-Baby 
Plots 
5 
Farmer-
Farmer 
Contact 
6 
Farmers 
Groups 
6 
Visit with 
extension 
officer 
3 
Liked 
least 
Field Day 9 Field Day 7 
Community 
Meeting 
12 
Community 
Meeting 
6 
Phone call 
with extension 
officer 
4 
Phone call 
with extension 
officer 
7 Field Day 9 
Field Day 
 
7 
Seed Plot 4 
Farmer Field 
School 
5 
Farmer to 
Farmer 
Contact 
12 
Phone call with 
extension 
officer 
3 
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(Woman in group interview, Ilboru village, 17/03/2017). This, combined with the fact that 
the two other most used types of extension by Ilboru village women are one-on-one contact 
with the extension officer (in person or by phone) suggests that, for women farmers, 
Demonstration Plots provide a rare forum for group training and learning with other 
farmers.  
It emerged during discussions that the observed differences were partly due to 
preferences of men and women farmers for different sources of extension knowledge. 
Women farmers in both villages voted Farmer to Farmer Contact
14
 amongst their most liked 
types of extension. Their reasons included the chance to add to their knowledge by 
discussing methods with others and benefiting from others’ experience. They also liked 
being able to directly observe whether or not their neighbours achieved a good crop from 
using these methods. In contrast, men farmers voted Farmer to Farmer Contact amongst 
their least used types of extension, citing jealousy and competitiveness; “If I teach another, 
they will overtake me” (Man in group interview, Ilboru village, 17/03/17), and stating that 
they want to learn independently rather than be taught by their peers
15
. 
Another difference was that men in both villages included Farmers Groups amongst the 
types of extension they used the most. On the other hand, neither of the women groups did, 
which indicates that they use Farmers Groups less than men farmers. Nevertheless, women 
in Njiro liked Farmers Groups most because they offer the chance to exchange ideas and 
discuss things with other farmers, which they felt made Groups particularly effective 
compared to learning alone. They also stated that Groups provide access to inputs, further 
training opportunities, and contact with the extension officer and NGOs. In Ilboru village 
women farmers included Farmer Field Schools amongst their most liked forms of AES (but 
not amongst their most used) for the chance to learn about the whole farming process from 
selection of seeds and land preparation through to harvesting, and because they offer 
practical education. These two examples demonstrate that there are types of technical 
extension that women farmers see as preferable but currently do not often use. 
Discussions around the types of extension the farmers used least also revealed interesting 
patterns which suggested differences in men and women farmers’ ability and willingness to 
use different AES. In Ilboru village, both women and men voted Community Meetings 
amongst their least used types of extension. However, whilst men farmers’ reasons were 
because the meetings rarely include agricultural information, women instead said that they 
do not see the “need” or “importance” for them to attend the meetings and that it is not 
their concern. 
Another interesting difference concerned Field Days (FDs). In both villages, both women 
and men farmers voted FDs amongst the types of extension they use least
16
 but the reasons 
given by men and women farmers for low attendance were notably different. Whilst men 
stated that it was because FDs happen infrequently and far from the village, women farmers 
again said that they did not see the importance of FDs or the need to participate. They also 
stated that they were rarely informed or made aware about the FDs, or at least not early 
enough to arrange to attend. In general, more men than women had attended a FD and 
several extension practitioners stated that attendance of women farmers at FDs was 
generally much lower than men farmers. This suggests, firstly, that information about 
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 Farmer-Farmer Contact can be informal contact with a fellow farmer or neighbour, or with a 
specially trained ‘contact farmer’ (see Appendix I for more detail). In most discussions it could be 
inferred that farmers were talking about the former. Three out of the four of the women groups 
included it early in the list of extension types, compared to two of the four men groups, both of which 
only added it when it was remembered later in the group discussion.   
15
 Some of these points were also mentioned by women farmers in Ilboru village who, despite voting 
it amongst the methods they liked most, actually used Farmer to Farmer Contact least; again, jealousy 
was mentioned, but large distances between farms was also a factor for women. 
16
 All of the men in one of the group interviews in Ilboru village had attended a FD last season but 
perceived that they rarely use this type of extension; they stated that FDs are infrequent, which will 
mean that they use these less than types of training that happen more regularly. 
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extension activities primarily reaches men farmers - unlike the women, the men heard about 
FDs and had other reasons for non-attendance - and, secondly, that women farmers need 
notice in order to make arrangements to attend extension activities. When I asked one 
widowed woman who regularly attended extension how she had time, she described that 
she had to make time to complete all of her domestic tasks early in the morning before 
attending. This was similar to responses from women in Njiro who stated that they used 
Community Meetings more than other types of extension because they are announced a day 
in advance so they “have time to prepare to attend” (Woman in group interview, Njiro 
village, 18/03/2017).   
Another interesting factor was revealed by the types of AES farmers liked least. Women 
farmers in both villages voted that they liked Phone Calls with an Extension Officer least, 
as did the men group in Njiro village. Most interestingly from a gender perspective, the 
farmers stated that this was because they can create conflict between husbands and wives. 
The women in Ilboru village stated that their husbands get suspicious of them using a 
phone, particularly to contact a male extension officer. In Njiro village, this issue was 
mirrored; men stated that calling the female extension officer could cause conflict with her 
husband.  
One factor that emerged strongly throughout discussions was the importance of Farmers 
Groups as a determinant of farmers’ access to AES. Farmers indicated that group 
membership is a gateway to extension. One described; “most training is delivered within 
Farmer Groups” (Man Farmer 1, Ilboru village, 10/4/17), and a woman in Ilboru village 
stated; “…sometimes it is hard for me to get training, because if you want to get training 
you have to be a member of a Farmers Group” (Woman Farmer 2, Ilboru village, 3/4/17). 
Overall, group members described that they now used much more extension than they had 
before they joined a group. Several stated that the only AES they had attended in the last 
year was their Farmer Group sessions, which demonstrates the primacy of groups as a 
source of extension, but others described that they also had increased awareness of, and 
access to, other AES due to their group membership. The field officers reiterated this, 
explaining that most, if not all, technical training is preferentially available to Farmer 
Group members. For example, participants on Study Tours are selected from Farmers 
Groups and Demonstration Plots are often managed by Farmer Groups. It was explained 
that it would be rare for farmers who were not in a group to access technical training. 
Instead, these farmers mostly get extension information through quarterly Community 
Meetings, contact with the extension officer, advice from fellow farmers, or from 
information boards displayed at demonstration plots. These provide basic and general 
extension information, and, as one woman stated; “one needs to be in a group to get more 
detailed training” (Woman Farmer 1, Ilboru village, 3/4/17). This has important 
implications when only a small proportion of farmers in both villages are in Farmers 
Groups and, critically, because there were indications that women farmers are less likely to 
be part of Farmers Groups than men (see Section5.2.7)
17
. 
5.1.1 Discussion 
Overall, the primary source of extension for both men and women farmers was contact with 
their local extension officer. Generally, other forms of technical training were used less 
consistently and were also less familiar to the farmers. This was particularly true for women 
farmers who prioritised contact with an extension officer and peer-to-peer learning from 
other farmers as their most used and preferred forms of extension. On the other hand, men 
farmers seemed to use technical group training such as Farmer Groups and Field Days more 
commonly. More than men farmers, women farmers emphasised the chance for discussion, 
to exchange ideas and to learn as a group as a desirable feature of AES. This seems to 
reflect a concept from the actor oriented perspective which says that different actors will 
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 See previous page and section 5.2.7. The rate of Farmers Group membership reported by extension 
officers was only 10-15% of farmers in the villages. 
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have different interests and ways of creating and using knowledge (Leeuwis et al., 1990). 
Furthermore, the generation and use of knowledge by farmers will be strongly shaped by 
social and cultural factors (Leeuwis et al., 1990), something which is reflected in my 
findings; there were indications that women’s responsibilities for domestic work, 
perceptions about the ‘need’ for women to attend extension, whether women receive 
information about AES opportunities, and social norms about interactions between women 
and men all affect women farmer’s access to, and use of, AES. The next section draws on 
in-depth interviews to explore these and other factors in more detail and consider how they 
affect women farmers’ willingness and ability to use different types of AES. 
5.2 Factors that determine women farmers’ interest, willingness and 
ability to use different types of agricultural extension  
Findings in this section are drawn primarily from in-depth interviews with farmers which 
revealed detail about a number of important factors that influence women farmers’ use of 
agricultural extension services.  
5.2.1 Domestic responsibilities 
A major theme that emerged was that women farmers often have limited time to attend 
extension activities because social norms dictate that they are expected to spend a majority 
of their time at home doing domestic tasks. According to some, this made it difficult to 
attend extension activities in the morning “when women are busy taking kids to school, 
feeding cattle, going to collect grass, making lunch for kids” (Woman Farmer 5, Njiro 
village), whilst others reported similar restrictions in the afternoon. This is in addition to 
women providing the majority of labour on farms, as reported by both farmers and 
practitioners. This ‘double burden of responsibility’ means women’s time is occupied by 
fulfilling both productive and household responsibilities, leaving little opportunity for other 
activities such as extension training (Manfre et al., 2013).  
An illustrative example came from a woman in Njiro village who had last year been a 
member of a maize producers group but this year did not have time, because she had to stay 
home and “do all activities at the house” since her teenage daughter had moved out. 
During our interview, the woman was looking after a young son at home whilst her older 
son was out herding their cattle, which she did herself when he was at school. As she 
described it; “Women have many responsibilities at home compared to men. Men deal only 
with farming, so if they have finished at the farm they can go anywhere. Women have to 
stay at home from morning to evening”. In this case, the woman was interested to use 
extension services but could not, whereas her husband had; “…no interest or motivation to 
attend training” (Woman Farmer 7, Njiro village, 11/4/17). Another woman reported that 
domestic responsibilities also constrain women’s ability to implement extension training; “I 
have a lot of family work to attend. When I sit down and think, I do not have time to follow-
up on activities of the group, so I do not attend group trainings” (Woman Farmer 4, Njiro 
village).  
Domestic responsibilities were also found to play a part in determining the suitability of 
the location of AES for women farmers. Some women described that they needed training 
to happen at or near their homes in order to get back quickly for childcare and food 
preparation. This was illustrated in group interviews where, although both women and men 
used Contact with an Extension Officer most because they could get tailored advice, 
women also stated that; “it is easy to contact him” and “he arrives quickly” (Women in 
group interview, Ilboru village, 17/3/17) suggesting that they depend on the officer coming 
to them. In Njiro village, women used the extension officer most because “she has a 
motorcycle” so was able to visit them at home (Women in group interview, Njiro village, 
18/3/17). Men farmers, on the other hand, did not mention ease of access but instead said 
they found it motivating to meet with an extension officer and felt pride if they were used 
as an example for other farmers.  
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As mentioned in the previous section, a number of women stated that they needed 
advance notification about AES activities in order to make arrangements to cover their 
domestic responsibilities so that they could attend. I observed evidence for this during an 
all-day extension training session in a town near Njiro village, where some women had 
young babies with them and breastfed during the session. The ability to bring their young 
children was apparently an important factor for these women to be able to attend.  
I also encountered some of these factors when arranging my group interviews. Women 
generally attended in smaller numbers than the men and some had to leave early to attend to 
domestic responsibilities. I was also advised by local contacts that it was often more 
difficult to arrange groups of women because they cannot take time away from domestic 
work. In one case, where there were very few attendees at the arranged time, we took one 
woman – who had taken the lead for calling others to persuade them to come – in a car to 
collect other women from their houses, which demonstrates that they needed particular 
persuasion and facilitation to attend. 
5.2.2 Division of production: crops, plots and formality of production  
Another theme that emerged was that responsibilities for different parts of agricultural 
production were split between men and women along defined gender lines, with 
implications for extension use. Several respondents stated that local cultural norms dictate 
that, in general, maize and other crops produced in the main farm plot, sometimes for 
commercial purposes, are the domain of men, whilst women are primarily involved in the 
production of products such as vegetables and poultry on plots at the homestead, often for 
home consumption or local sale in small stalls. As one woman farmer in Ilboru village 
explained;  
“The production of maize, sesame, sunflower, commercial crops is the domain of men. 
Women have no say about these products. After harvest a woman will just take maize for 
home consumption but she has no say in the selling of maize. However, it is easy for her to 
sell things like chicken, vegetables” (Woman Farmer 6, Ilboru village, 5/4/17). 
Interestingly, women often had primary responsibility for home plots and men were rarely 
involved in decisions made about these plots, even when maize was grown here;  
“…at the big farm where my husband plants maize and other commercial crops, I am not able 
to sell these for myself, but I deal with the home plot which is mainly used to grow 
vegetables, and if I plant some maize around the vegetables, I am able to sell this maize 
myself” (Woman Farmer 2, Ilboru village, 3/4/17).  
A male respondent in Ilboru village similarly described; 
 “My wife is the one who is responsible for the farming on the home plot. She decides on all 
activities because the plot is small – I feel like I should let her make decisions here because 
women stay at home most of the time” (Man Farmer 2, Ilboru village, 10/4/17).  
Although this indicates independent responsibility by women for some parts of production, 
interview responses suggest that these home plots are not seen as part of the formal 
agricultural production of a household. In most cases, interviewees did not mention the 
crops grown in these plots when asked what they farmed, and only discussed them if asked 
explicitly about the home plot. This included some women whose primary responsibility 
was this homeplot.  
This division in responsibilities has implications for women’s use of extension in two 
main ways. Firstly, it became apparent that much of the agricultural extension services in 
Njiro village and Ilboru village were focused on maize and production methods for larger 
plots. The local extension officer in Njiro village confirmed that overall, there was more 
training about maize, pigeon pea and sunflower production whilst training about other 
topics, including vegetables and chickens, happened more rarely and often on an ad hoc 
and individual basis during visits to farmers at their homes. Mainstream agricultural 
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extension services in Babati are therefore focused on crops, plot sizes and production 
systems which are primarily the responsibility of men farmers and not on the types of 
production that women farmers are often responsible for. Consequently, extension services 
are often not relevant to women farmers; this was expressed by one woman farmer in Njiro 
village who felt that AES were not for her as she has only a small plot and mainly grows 
vegetables (Woman Farmer 3, Njiro village, 30/3/17). This biased focus of extension 
services may be self-reinforcing as several respondents reported that the farmers who are 
involved in deciding what training will be delivered are usually those who have large farms 
and grow maize; “The people who contribute during consultations about extension needs 
are those with large farms, who mostly grow maize and sorghum, and sunflower.” (Woman 
Farmer 3, Njiro village, 30/3/17). Consequently, farmers with training needs about other 
topics may not be heard. As this woman further explained, she is; “...not comfortable to ask 
questions or make requests because at the meeting most people are not dealing with 
vegetables and most people want to hear about maize” (Woman Farmer 3, Njiro village, 
30/3/17). 
The second way in which this gendered division of responsibilities influences women’s 
use of extension is that efforts to target women are consequently focused on types of 
production which are typically seen as ‘female’, rather than seeking to include them in 
mainstream extension. When asked to identify efforts to target extension to women, farmers 
and practitioners both primarily mentioned groups focused on vegetable production – some 
of which were explicitly linked with nutrition and cooking – and a group in Ilboru village 
focused on chicken rearing aimed at widowed women. Responses suggested that the focus 
on vegetables and poultry was decided by extension providers based on their own 
observations and interpretations of women farmers’ roles in farming production, as opposed 
to being based on the farmers’ articulated needs. This is discussed further in Chapter 6. 
Some women I interviewed in fact expressed interest in extension about commercial 
farming and maize production; “Women should be given general training about maize 
production because they are the ones who do most of the work on the farm” (Woman 
Farmer 7, Ilboru village). It was described that; “Women are interested to join trainings 
about maize but there is little involvement of women. There is a saying “Your chance is still 
not yet” (nafasi yako bado tu)” (Woman Farmer 6, Ilboru village). However, other women 
farmers were interested in learning about vegetables and poultry. In fact, several saw the 
fact that these were traditionally women’s domain as a way to gain autonomy over income 
and purchasing decisions normally controlled by men; “According to the culture, men are 
not involved in vegetable farming, so if I had the means of producing vegetables it will be 
‘more payable’ to me” (Woman Farmer 2, Ilboru village), and; “Women can sell chickens 
because men are not involved with poultry keeping” (Woman Farmer 5, Njiro village). 
The situation was often different in female-headed households where women were 
responsible for all parts of production which, in some cases, included traditionally male 
crops like maize. When these women used extension, they were the sole users of extension 
in their households. Also, in some married households, women shared responsibility for 
production and using extension with their husbands, as discussed in the next section. 
5.2.3 Decision making and ability to implement training 
Another critical factor affecting women farmers’ use of extension services was related to 
farm decision-making. Both farmers and practitioners reported that, in most married 
households, men are primarily responsible for decision-making about the main farm plot, 
whilst women are often involved only in implementation of practices; “My husband is the 
one who makes decisions; I am not involved. I just work at the farm” (Woman Farmer 5, 
Ilboru village, 5/4/17). The degree to which this was true varied between households. Some 
women said that they shared some decisions with their husbands; “My husband makes the 
decisions but he also involves me. For example we discuss which crops to grow this year” 
(Woman Farmer 2, Ilboru village, 3/4/17). Another woman reported a more equitable 
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collaboration on the whole process; “Me and my husband cooperate from the beginning to 
the end of production – we advise one another” (Woman Farmer 3, Ilboru village, 4/4/17). 
Another woman reported that responsibility was divided between different stages of the 
production, although her husband was still framed as the one who delegated responsibility 
and money; “During the planting season, my husband takes responsibility, but when it is 
time for weeding, he tells me to take responsibility; he gives me money and I will be the one 
to decide what to do” (Woman Farmer 6, Ilboru village, 5/4/17). 
Accounts from men farmers during group interviews were illuminating. Some men in 
Njiro village stated explicitly that decision making was always done by men, because “that 
is our culture and customs; men inherit the land so they make the decisions” and described 
that even though women were heavily involved in all farming activities, the “man still 
makes the decision about the timetable of those activities; he will say “today we will do 
weeding””. However, others within this same group argued that women were involved in 
the decision making. There was lively discussion around this, and ultimately the group 
suggested that in around 80% of households men make the decision but “20% of us involve 
women in the decisions”. This indicates that these dynamics vary between households 
which was additionally demonstrated by a men’s group in Ilboru village reaching a 
different consensus that the majority of them involved women in decision making. They 
explained that “My wife is a partner, we live together” so they sought her ideas for the 
farm. Another man explained, light heartedly, that he did this to “avoid family conflict”, 
which indicates that there is negotiation and perhaps disagreement between him and his 
wife about responsibilities for farm decisions in his household. In contrast, the dominant 
opinion in another men’s group in Njiro village was that “it is normal” that men make all 
the decisions on the farm. A minority of respondents from this group suggested that this 
was because men and women have different thinking and decision-making capacities; “If 
you have 100 women, maybe 4 or 5 have the capacity to make good decisions in the 
household”, although other men in the group rejected this statement. Some linked it to 
confidence; “Even if I gave my wife the opportunity to make decisions, she would wait for 
me to make the decision”. The men in this group suggested some parts of Tanzanian society 
had a strong patriarchal system – ‘mfumo dume’ – which meant that women did not have 
the chance to participate in discussions or decisions. However, they did not perceive that 
this existed in Njiro village; “Here, women have the opportunity to speak, but they don’t 
because they have fear”. This was presented as an intrinsic behavioural trait of women. 
Decision making responsibility was strongly linked by some to ownership of land. It was 
reported that agricultural land in Babati District is customarily the property of the man in a 
household which respondents explained gives him primary responsibility for management 
decisions; “Women don’t have land; men own the farms and that means they make the 
decisions” (Woman Farmer 4, Njiro village). This has direct implications for women 
farmers’ use of extension. For example, one woman in Njiro village stated;  
“I don’t have a farm, it is my husband’s, so even if I attended training, where would I go to 
practice it? It is hard to ask a man to give me the farm, or to go and practice the methods on 
a man’s farm without his permission” (Woman Farmer 2, Njiro village, 27/3/17) 
Women farmers’ lack of ownership of land means, firstly, they have no land of their own 
on which they are able to implement extension training, and secondly, that they do not have 
a say over how the land which is property of their household is managed.  
5.2.4 Responsibility for accessing extension 
Several respondents reported that, overall, it was a norm that primary responsibility for 
using AES generally fell to men. A number of women farmers in married households stated 
that only one member of the household would be a member of a group and that this was 
usually their husband; “My husband is the member of the group, so I can’t be a member of 
group as well, because I have to do work at home” (Woman Farmer 2, Ilboru village, 
3/4/17). This is also suggested by one of the government extension officers; “Sometimes, 
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one member comes from a household so if the husband attends, the mother will remain at 
home. And it's not easy to tell the father 'Oh, you remain at home and look after the 
children, I'm going to the meeting'” (Female District Officer). In these responses, the 
ability to access AES is linked to a division of domestic labour along previously discussed 
gender lines.  
However, beyond this, there also seemed to be a more implicit perception that training 
and education is the domain of men and not of women. One male farmer described “mfumo 
maisha” - a way or system of life – in which it is “custom, culture that women stay at home 
and men attend training” (Man Farmer 2, Njiro village). There was a perception that 
women are not interested or motivated to use extension services. As an extension officer 
stated; “At the farm, women think that they don't have the need to attend the village 
meeting” (Female District Officer), which is similar to statements made by women in group 
discussions who did not see “the need” or “importance” of attending AES events (see 
section 5.1).  Amongst the men farmers I interviewed, some expressed a perception that 
women had no interest in extension information; “My wife is not interested. Even if I try to 
share the information with her, she does not show motivation or interest in it” (Man Farmer 
2, Njiro village). As mentioned above, a few men farmers perceived that women did not 
have the intellectual or decision-making capacity to capitalise on knowledge from extension 
training, even if they did receive it. An extension officer described that it is a local 
perception that women are not recipients of education; 
 “…the idea in these cultural groups is that for a woman it is not necessary to get education. 
There is a belief that women are for domestic activities and they should do farm activities, 
but men are the ones who are responsible for decision making” (Male Field Officer, Ilboru 
village) 
Consequently, education in the form of AES is seen to be primarily the responsibility of 
men. However, several women I spoke to indicated a desire to learn (more) extension 
information alongside their husbands and to be involved in decision making. One woman 
stated that her husband shared “just minor stuff” from the extension training he received 
and tended to make all decisions himself (Woman Farmer 4, Njiro village). Another woman 
indicated a lack of power to alter this status quo, saying; “Most of the time, he does not 
share the information. He should, but because he does not and there is no means to force 
him to share it, I just feels like; “It’s OK”” (Woman Farmer 2, Ilboru village) Another 
woman described that she attended training when her husband was away and always shared 
the information with him, but that this was not reciprocated; “He sometimes says he’s 
going to the extension office and he just goes, he doesn’t give details” (Woman Farmer 6, 
Ilboru village). Men apparently have primacy as receivers and users of extension 
information. 
Some men farmers stated that they did communicate extension information to their wives 
by sharing notes they had made or materials they had received during training sessions. 
Men in a group interview in Ilboru village stated that their reason for this was; “so she can 
implement and make decisions when the husband is not around”. However, this still frames 
the man as primarily responsible, with it falling to the wife only when he is absent, a 
perception which will contribute to women farmers’ agricultural extension education being 
seen as of secondary importance to that of men farmers. 
Some women perceived that access to extension would be a way to gain influence in farm 
management decisions; “If I attended trainings, I would have more influence because I 
would also know about a lot of things relating to farming” (Woman Farmer 2, Ilboru 
village). One woman described an example of negotiating with her husband to change their 
practices after she had attended extension training;  
“I shared what I had learned with my husband who makes decisions like this (about farming 
practices). After I explained it to him, he agreed and I was given ½ acre to implement the 
practices” (Woman Farmer 7, Njiro village).  
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A small number of the women I interviewed reported a different dynamic in their 
households in which they were the main user of extension whilst their husbands were 
relatively inactive.  When asked for reasons, they stated that their husbands were not 
interested in receiving advice on farming, and that women were more open to learning 
about new techniques and technologies. One woman in Ilboru village who was a group 
leader reported that her husband does not use any training because he is not interested. She 
suggested that; “Most men feel like the issue of group trainings is the activity of women and 
that going for training is a waste of time” (Woman Farmer 4, Ilboru village). This was 
similarly expressed by a male respondent in Ilboru village who did not use any forms of 
extension or training himself but who “let” his wife attend a vegetable training group 
because; “I felt that it was a women’s issue, so I thought ‘She can just go’; other women 
attend it, so my wife can also attend it” (Man Farmer 2, Ilboru village). It was unclear 
whether the ‘women’s issue’ in question referred to the topic of vegetables, but he seemed 
to imply it was about training more broadly. Responses in group interviews and from 
practitioners also indicated that men may often be more resistant to seeking advice from 
AES than women and other studies have similarly reported that men were more confident 
to rely on their own knowledge and make decisions independently and less inclined to 
follow extension advice compared to women farmers (Adomi et al., 2003; Due et al., 1997). 
This suggests that women farmers are particularly effective users of extension when given 
the opportunity. 
In some households where both women and men used extension, this coincided with 
them also collaborating on decision making. However, in other cases, even when the wife 
was the main user of extension, the husband was still identified as having the overall 
decision making power or was at least involved alongside the woman in decision making. 
This indicates that access to extension and relative levels of knowledge are not the only 
factors determining responsibility for decision making, there are also strong norms about 
respective roles and power of men and women in making decisions within households (see 
previous section 5.2.3).  
5.2.5 Women’s autonomy and permission from husbands 
Several interviewees stated that women farmers were sometimes restricted outright from 
using extension by their husbands. This was discussed most readily and in most detail by 
three widowed farmers I spoke with. As one explained;  
“There are local customs that a man will not allow his wife to attend any training whilst he is 
still there. So most women who attend training are those who live by themselves or their 
husband has passed away” (Woman Farmer 1, Ilboru village) 
She named this ‘mfumo dume’, which roughly translates to ‘a patriarchal system’, which 
she said meant that “men do not allow wives to attend any training” (Woman Farmer 1, 
Ilboru village). A married woman in Njiro village described her own situation; 
 “I was given a chance by my husband to be involved in the Baby Plot
18
, but I was not given a 
chance to be a member of any other group or attend any other training” (Woman Farmer 4, 
Njiro village).  
Even in households where the women I spoke to were active in using training, they often 
reported that they needed their husband’s permission to attend training. This included one 
woman who said that she was the main user of extension;  
“I was the first to be motivated to join a farmers group before my husband, and my husband 
allowed me to join the group and attend different trainings” (Woman Farmer 3, Ilboru 
village).  
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 This is part of a type of extension called Mother-Baby Plots, see Appendix I 
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Some farmers identified this as the ‘main thing’ or the ‘one thing’ affecting women 
farmers’ access to extension and a number of women stated that in order for women 
farmers to use extension, there needed to be efforts to sensitise local men;  
“Education should be provided for both women and men so that if a man sees that his wife 
wants to join training he should not feel it’s a waste of time” (Woman Farmer 4, Ilboru 
village).  
In Ilboru village, it seemed as though there were some efforts in this regard. A woman 
farmer described how the extension officer used her to gain permission from other women’s 
husbands to let their wives attend training;  
“When the extension officer wants to talk with women, I go to a family and ask the husband; 
‘Please can we write the name of your wife to attend vegetable training?’. I am used as a 
woman who can motivate other women to attend training and inform men about other men 
who have let their wives attend and about the progress of the women who have attended 
trainings” (Woman Farmer 1, Ilboru village). 
This woman was widowed and was a very active user of extension. She had sole 
responsibility for farm management in her household which included both a home plot and 
a farm plot where she grew maize, pigeonpea and sunflower using improved seeds and 
industrial fertiliser. During the training event I observed in Ilboru village, she was involved 
in running the session, registering attendees and assisting the officer and NGO 
representatives to manage demonstrations. During our interview, she came across as 
particularly confident, articulate and independent compared to many of my other 
interviewees, and spoke fluently about the challenges facing women farmers and about 
societal gender dynamics and norms. Observing her interactions with the local extension 
officer, they appeared familiar and comfortable with each other and she lived within short 
walking distance of the extension office so met with him regularly and often on an informal 
‘drop in’ basis. This combination of factors probably made her a unique candidate for the 
male extension officer to help him recruit women farmers to participate in extension. I 
suspect she was one of the women he had in mind when he told me; 
 “There are some women who are more competent than men at Ilboru village they are really 
women who know what they are doing, they are very challenging [implied: active, 
confident, motivated]” (Male Field Extension Officer, Ilboru village) 
It is common practice for extension officers to use contact farmers to reach other farmers, 
but it seemed notable that this woman was specifically used for contacting women farmers 
and gaining permission from their husbands. This may demonstrate a barrier preventing the 
male extension officer contacting the women himself. Social norms may restrict interaction 
between married women and men who are not their husband – as was shown by the 
discomfort about phone calls in the previous Chapter – and/or because the extension officer 
himself prioritises contact with the men in a household (see (Manfre et al., 2013). It also 
clearly illustrates that different women farmers have very different abilities to, attitudes to, 
and experiences of using AES. 
The restriction by husbands also extended to how far away their wives could travel to 
attend extension. Men in one group interview in Ilboru village stated that they allowed their 
wives to attend training at the village office, because they knew that they were close by. 
Similarly a number of women reported that it would be difficult for a woman to attend a 
study tour, not only because of her domestic responsibilities, but also because she would 
not be permitted to travel to another town by herself for an extended time; “Your husband 
will not allow you to go to Tengeru for 3 weeks; that is forbidden” (Woman Farmer 1, 
Ilboru village). In one of the group discussions with women in Njiro village it was 
mentioned that if training ran overtime, husbands would call their wives to see where they 
were and request they come home, or even come and collect them. This was acknowledged 
by men farmers in one group interview, who stated that “men are more free to move, but 
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women are less free to move”. This again suggests a reason that women farmers often used 
AES which they can access at or near their homes. 
5.2.6 Active participation during training events 
When women farmers do attend extension activities, their willingness and ability to 
actively participate has implications for how much they will benefit. When asked about 
their participation during AES sessions, many women farmers stated that they felt 
comfortable contributing to discussions; “I take it as my responsibility when I attend 
training, I have to learn each and every thing. If there is something I didn’t understand, I 
have to ask, because that’s why I attended” (Woman Farmer 3, Ilboru village). Others said 
that they actively participated because they are interested to learn; “I am keen to get 
education, I enjoy it. It is motivating” (Woman Farmer 5, Njiro village). A number of 
respondents suggested that it was in fact normally women farmers who participated during 
extension activities, because “they seek knowledge and to know something new” (Woman 
Farmer 6, Njiro village). However, each of these accounts came from women who were 
themselves active users of extension, and either the primary user in their household, or 
shared the responsibility with their husbands. 
Other women described some reticence in contributing. For example, one stated she was 
not comfortable asking questions because she grows vegetables whereas she felt that most 
people want to hear about maize. Another woman, whose husband reportedly took all 
responsibility for using extension and decision making in her household, said that, although 
she feels that she “would like to say something, or to contribute my opinion” she has never 
done that, because “I feel like there is not any reason for me to say anything” (Woman 
Farmer 4, Njiro village). A couple of interviewees described that women may not ask 
questions during a training event, but may seek information from the extension officer 
individually afterwards; “During the meeting, I don’t ask any questions, but when an 
extension officer comes to visit, I ask for advice” (Woman Farmer 3, Njiro village).  
None of the men farmers I spoke with expressed any hesitation about contributing during 
training and (in contrast to other responses in the first paragraph) many respondents 
perceived that men often spoke more than women, particularly in community meetings 
where; “It is men who are free to ask questions and answer questions. Women feel shy 
because there are a lot of people, and because their husbands are there” (Woman Farmer 
8, Njiro village). Several practitioners observed that women were often hesitant to 
contribute during community meetings; “In a community meeting there is a problem 
because both husband and wife have to attend and when her husband is there, a woman is 
not free to speak” (Female Field Extension Officer, Njiro village), but also during other 
training events; “During the field day, even when the female farmers are there, they cannot 
talk. Because when men are there, that’s when they feel shy to talk. That’s their tradition; 
the ones who talk more are the men farmers” (Male District Extension Officer)19.  
Willingness to participate seemed to vary in different training forums. It was suggested 
that in Farmers Groups, women felt more comfortable; “In our groups, we feel free to 
talk”. However, there were still differences in participation by women and men farmers; 
“When there is the issue of participating, answering questions or doing what they’re told, 
it’s mostly women who do this. But when it is leading the discussion, it is mostly men” 
(Woman Farmer 3, Ilboru village). Women’s participation was often described as more 
passive, whilst men take a more prominent role, something that is also described by 
(Manfre et al., 2013, p. 11). Other accounts suggested that women farmers tend to talk 
amongst themselves and rely on a confident spokesperson to stand up and communicate 
their point (see also Mosse, 1994) 
I made observations of such dynamics during Field Days delivered by IITA in Babati 
villages in June 2016. During these sessions, men and women generally sat separately, with 
                                                     
19
 These norms, and particularly practitioner attitudes towards them and the implications of these for 
extension delivery, are explored in Chapter 6. 
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women to the side or back of the group relative to where the facilitators were presenting 
(Figure 3). Men were usually keen to stand up and speak in front of the group to ask or 
answer a question. On the other hand, the women took some concerted persuasion to talk. 
They were generally addressed secondarily to the men. When they were, there was some 
mumbling and laughing amongst the men farmers, including jokes about the women not 
speaking Swahili and relying on one woman to speak on their behalf rather than standing 
up themselves. The (mostly male) facilitators took this light-heartedly. During some of this 
conferring between the women farmers, one woman was encouraged by the other women 
and the training leaders to stand up. She was hesitant and embarrassed and explained that 
she had used a certain animal feed for her goats instead of cows and wondered if this was 
wrong. There was some laughing about her question and her hesitance to ask this, but the 
trainer then repeated her question to the whole group and explained that it was fine to use 
the feed for any animals. Other women had to answer questions in their local language 
which was translated to Swahili by the (male) village executive director. As Mosse (1994) 
describes, the knowledge and input of women was therefore often articulated through men.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
During training in the town near Njiro village
20
 in 2017 (Figure 4), I again observed that 
women often sat and conferred together in groups. One or two confident women 
contributed most to the discussion, often after whispered discussions with others sat around 
her. In contrast, the men sat more independently and I did not observe them conferring in 
the same way. Both here and in training I observed in Ilboru village (Figure 5), some 
women – particularly those with children – were hesitant to participate during practical 
demonstrations and generally hung back and stood or sat in the shade of trees whilst male 
attendees participated. This was not the case for all women, and some – particularly older 
women – were more confident and willing to contribute; they mingled more with the men 
and got involved in the demonstrations of their own accord. The others often only became 
involved when the facilitators directly chose them, which happened at both training events. 
Amongst the men, some were more engaged and confident than others, but overall they 
seemed to be less reticent to volunteer an answer or to be part of a demonstration.  
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 This town is a larger settlement than Njiro village in the same Ward. It is the site of the ward 
agricultural extension office. Attendees at the training here had travelled from a number of 
surrounding villages, including Njiro village. 
Figure 3. During a training session men farmers sit at the front and centre. Women farmers sit 
together towards the back and are present in smaller numbers. The majority of facilitators were male. 
The man addressing the group is the village chairman. 
Photo: Caitlin McCormack, 2016 
Women farmers 
Men farmers 
Facilitators 
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This evidence suggests that women farmers are sometimes less actively engaged and 
involved during extension training activities compared to men farmers. This has 
implications for how much knowledge they gain; for example, without concerted 
encouragement, it seems likely that the woman at the 2016 Field Day would not have had 
the confidence to ask her question and may have left without gaining this knowledge. It 
also has important implications for women farmers’ input during consultations about 
extension needs, something which is discussed in Chapter 6.  
 
  
 
Photo: Caitlin McCormack, 2017 
Figure 4. Training at the town near Njiro village. The trainer has selected a woman to try the 
demonstrated technique. Some women stand closer to observe but several others stand back in a 
group in the shade. 
 
Photo: Caitlin McCormack, 2017 
Figure 5. Training at Ilboru village. Men farmers participate in practicing the digging technique, 
whilst many of the women stand to the side or sit in the shade and observe (left and background in 
photo) until the extension officer requested that they participate. The woman in the foreground is a 
trainer leading the session 
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5.2.7 Women farmers and Farmer Groups 
As a final point in this section, and as previously mentioned, membership of Farmers 
Groups emerged as a key determinant of access to and use of extension services in Babati. 
Although many women farmers I met were members of groups and liked them as a source 
of extension, there were indications that they may face disproportionate constraints to 
joining a Farmer Group. Some women farmers described a bias against women during the 
process of signing up. They explained that groups are formed during community meetings 
and farmers write their names on a list to join. One woman in Ilboru village stated; “Men 
are the ones who write their names, they don’t include women” (Woman Farmer 7, Ilboru 
village). Another woman indicated that in Ilboru village the extension officer decided who 
would join, and often chose farmers he had closer contact with, which were often men; 
“The extension officer forms the groups, he’s the one who calls the names and my name 
was not there. He picks his own people” (Woman Farmer 8, Ilboru village). It was also 
suggested that there was some resistance to allowing women to become members of groups 
because it threatened existing gender and power relations, as one woman explained; “There 
is a belief amongst men that if a woman is empowered, she will disrespect her husband; 
that’s the reason they don’t put women’s names down for the groups” (Woman Farmer 7, 
Ilboru village). 
However, women in one of the group interviews in Njiro village described a different 
situation in which women were more likely than men to be members of a Farmers Group 
because it had been particularly emphasised to women to join groups, and men were often 
less inclined or interested to participate in groups and to “make follow-up” on what was 
taught. This illustrates that these dynamics vary between contexts and the situation is not 
homogenous. It also suggests different approaches to recruiting Farmer Group members in 
both villages, although I did not capture strong data to support this theory. 
Another barrier to women joining Farmers Groups was a lack of access to resources. One 
woman described that it was necessary to have “means” in order to join a group. According 
to extension providers I spoke to, this was not a formal requirement of joining a group, but 
it was clear that members had to be able to implement the training. This requires funds to 
purchase inputs and, critically, control over land. 
As previously mentioned, domestic responsibilities and time constraints were also a 
challenge to women being member of a group and it was stated by some women that 
usually the man in a household was a group member, which meant the woman was not.  
These constraints to women farmers joining Farmers Groups will mean they are 
differentially excluded from AES. As discussed above, groups are a critical gateway to 
accessing technical extension, both through training in the groups and because they are 
used as a channel for farmers to hear of other AES opportunities. There were suggestions 
that Farmers Groups could be a particularly beneficial source of extension for women 
farmers. One respondent suggested that groups allowed members to “exchange ideas and 
educate one another on different things” (Woman Farmer 4, Njiro village), which was a 
preferred attribute of extension amongst women in my group interviews. Another woman 
stated that she was “more comfortable in a group; I can ask others when I have not 
understood something and there is time for sharing experiences” (Attendee at Group 
Discussion, Njiro village). Another farmer alluded to groups providing the chance to 
collaborate on efforts which women could not do as individuals (Woman Farmer 3, Njiro 
village) and a number of women stated that being part of a Farmer Group gave them the 
chance to be involved in broader development activities in the village and a means to 
improving their “life status”. Interpretation of responses elsewhere also suggests that 
Farmer Groups have the potential to address many of the constraints to women farmers 
using extension; one respondent described that within groups the members themselves 
decide a meeting time that suits all members (Woman Farmer 8, Njiro village), group 
members also inform each other about upcoming training activities, and, if a group member 
misses a training, they get the information afterwards from others in the group. This could 
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overcome challenges that women farmers described about being constrained in attending 
AES due to the timing of activities and to not hearing about them with enough notice to 
arrange to attend.  
5.2.8 Discussion 
Here I use theories and literature to discuss the empirical findings from this chapter and 
draw out key themes and insights about women farmers’ use of AES. 
Norms and knowledge 
The empirical evidence presented in this chapter revealed numerous factors influencing 
women farmers’ access to, and use of, AES. My interpretation is that most of these 
stemmed from pervasive societal gender norms. As Portes (2010) and others describe, I 
found that norms defined the accepted and expected roles of men and women in farming 
households in both villages. The role of women was generally seen to be domestic work in 
addition to them reportedly also providing a majority of farm labour on the fields. This 
‘double burden of responsibility’ meant that women had little time to attend AES activities 
happening away from their home, which is one reason why they particularly relied on visits 
from the extension officer and learning from other farmers, and why AES activities that 
take up a large proportion of a day – such as Field Days – may be particularly poorly 
attended by women farmers (Manfre et al., 2013). Being confined to the homestead also 
meant that women’s responsibilities for production (at least in married households) were 
often focused on a small homeplot on which they most commonly produced vegetables and 
poultry. There was a strong norm in Babati that maize and other commercial crops were the 
responsibility of men, whilst women were perceived as being primarily responsible for 
vegetables and other home products. This production was perceived as supplemental to the 
main agricultural production of a household, even by the women whose primary 
responsibility it was (Manfre et al., 2013, p. 8). Women’s production – and their associated 
knowledge – is therefore seen as domestic, unofficial and informal, a perception that may 
be internalised by the women themselves (Bourdieu, 2010, p. 41). This may constrain 
women from participating in more formal forums of learning, as suggested by the fact that 
some women did not ‘see the need’ to attend certain formal AES activities. Social and 
cultural norms therefore mean that different types of knowledge are not equally accessible 
to all actors (Briggs, 2005).  
In addition, mainstream AES in Babati was reportedly primarily focused on maize and 
associated field crops, types of production traditionally associated with men. AES focused 
on vegetable and poultry production – traditionally associated with women – was 
reportedly delivered on an ad hoc basis during one-on-one visits with an extension officer, 
or via specific women-focused Farmers Groups. Although these methods may indeed reach 
women farmers, such a gender segregated approach can in fact exacerbate divisions 
between the genders in terms of access to extension knowledge. It segregates women 
farmers rather than integrating them in mainstream AES. It can also contribute to a 
perpetuation of stereotypes that women are only interested and involved in food crops for 
the household which “…ignores substantial evidence of women’s contributions to the 
production and harvesting of [commercial, cereal] crops” (Manfre et al., 2013, p. 8). This 
demonstrates how the way in which current AES are delivered may contribute to 
perpetuating gender norms (Farnworth and Colverson, 2015). Several women I spoke to in 
fact expressed interest in learning about maize and other crops because they were heavily 
involved in the production of these in the field and felt that more knowledge would give 
them more power and influence in management decisions. However, interestingly, several 
other women felt that receiving more AES specifically focused on vegetables and other 
types of traditionally ‘female’ production could give them autonomy and power over 
production and finances in the home. There are therefore arguments both for segregated 
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AES training specifically targeted at women and for efforts to ensure they are better served 
by mainstream AES. 
My findings also suggest that societal norms shape who are seen as ‘knowers’, authors 
and audiences of AES knowledge (McNay, 1992). Women were generally not perceived as 
decision makers or primary users of AES. The gendered divisions of production also meant 
that whilst men were seen as farmers, women are seen as having only a supporting role in 
agricultural activities (Croppenstedt et al., 2013). Several men farmers expressed a 
perception that women were not interested in extension knowledge and a small number 
suggested that women lack the intellectual capacity to use such information. Such social 
norms will influence whether women are perceived as eligible or legitimate receivers of 
AES, including by the women themselves who are likely to internalise such norms 
(McNay, 1992; Mudege et al., 2016). This was demonstrated by reports from both women 
farmers and an AES practitioner that the women do not see the “need” for them to attend 
AES. As Mudege et al (2016: 292) state; “social beliefs are instrumental in shaping the 
perceptions of who is “the farmer” [and] who in the household is eligible to receive 
extension information” (Mudege et al., 2016, p. 292) 
This may be a contributing factor behind my findings that some women were hesitant to 
participate in socially formal AES activities. Mosse (1994) similarly reports that women 
contribute less during processes conducted in the presence of unfamiliar outsiders and in a 
public forum (Mosse, 1994). I theorise that this is due to women’s internalisation of the 
perception that their role in agriculture is informal or unofficial.  This is on top of the 
reported norm that women are (or should be) shy or quiet in public discussions, particularly 
in front of their husbands. My observations during AES activities revealed ways in which 
these norms are enforced when women’s contributions to discussions are taken light-
heartedly by other farmers in attendance, and by AES practitioners. This will affect 
women’s ‘power within’ which refers to their sense of agency and self-worth and 
determines what women farmers (think) they can do, are allowed to do and are expected to 
do (Kabeer, 2010; Leeuwis and Aarts, 2011). This has implications for women’s 
engagement with AES and their active participation during AES activities, as I saw during 
the training sessions I observed and in the behaviours and responses of men and women 
farmers during my own group interviews. Women’s reticence to actively participate in AES 
forums may mean their knowledge becomes a ‘subjugated knowledge’ in agricultural 
extension, one which is not fully expressed or perhaps only facilitated through male actors 
(as demonstrated by women’s contributions being translated to Swahili via male 
facilitators) (McNay, 1992). This has important implications for their contribution during 
consultations about extension and knowledge needs; if women farmers are less likely to 
contribute during discussions, they may have less input into requesting the AES they 
require. This is discussed further in Chapter 6. 
Several women farmers expressed that they felt more comfortable contributing within 
Farmers Groups. Although they may contain a mix of genders, Farmer Groups are 
relatively small and meet regularly so participants are familiar to each other. A field officer 
also reported that it was rare that husbands and wives would be in the same group. This 
suggests that within Farmers Groups women are released from some of the power/gender 
relations which prevent them from fully participating in other AES forums. Farmers Groups 
allow women to build valuable social capacity which fosters communication and 
information sharing (Manfre et al., 2013). Working collectively can also enhance women 
farmers’ ‘power with’ making them a stronger force for change compared to if they act 
individually (Kabeer, 2010). This was explicitly described by some women who stated that 
being in groups allowed women farmers to pursue projects that they otherwise could not do 
alone. This suggests that women-focused or women-only Farmers Groups may offer a way 
to reach women with extension and enhance their confidence and willingness to engage in 
AES. Some men farmers also saw such groups as a ‘women’s issue’ so were inclined to 
48 
 
permit their wives to take part. Nevertheless, currently women farmers were less likely to 
be members of a group due to constraints in signing up. 
Power relations 
Gender-related power relations played a critical role in determining women farmers’ use of 
AES. These were particularly clear in married households where women often reportedly 
needed permission from their husbands to attend AES, even when there was collaboration 
on household decision-making and AES use. Husbands also controlled where their wives 
were able to go and who they were able to interact with. Men therefore apparently had 
direct ‘power over’ the decision as to whether or not women farmers are able to attend AES 
activities (Kabeer, 2010). Women in these contexts lacked the ‘power to’ make and pursue 
their own choices (Kabeer, 2010) and this was a major factor affecting women farmers’ 
ability to use AES. One woman explicitly described that there was resistance from men 
towards women joining Farmers Groups because it could upset such power relations and 
cause women to question their husband’s authority.  
There were also gender/power relations at the community level. During the process of 
signing up for Farmers Groups, which normally occurs during community meetings, it was 
described that men farmers add their names to the sign-up list whereas women generally 
rely on someone else writing their name for them. Societal norms about the relative 
autonomy of women mean that women lack the ‘power to’ pursue membership of Farmers 
Groups (Kabeer, 2010). In Ilboru village, it was additionally reported that the extension 
officer would sometimes exercise ‘power over’ selection of members for Farmers Groups 
(Kabeer, 2010). One woman stated that the officer would choose farmers he knew best and 
during my interactions with this officer, he indicated an apparent bias towards male farmers 
– both explicitly, and because he prioritised farmers who are high-performing and actively 
engaged in extension, as demonstrated by some of his responses in Chapter 6. Manfre et al 
similarly report that when field extension agents choose farmers to target with AES, agents’ 
preferences and structural biases in selection criteria can mean comparatively few women 
farmers are selected (Manfre et al., 2013). These factors in relation to Farmer Group 
membership demonstrate how explicit enforcement of gender and power relations can 
prevent women from accessing AES. Constraints to joining Farmers Groups will 
disproportionately exclude women from accessing AES as they offer a gateway to further 
AES opportunities and may also be particularly well-suited to what women farmers require 
from AES (see Section 7.2.2).  
The form of ‘power over’ defined by Tegbaru et al (2015) – an individual’s access to and 
control of assets – was also an important factor in my findings. Societal gender norms 
dictated that agricultural land was most often owned by the man in a household and that he 
had primary decision-making power over how it was managed. This impacted women 
farmers’ willingness and interest in using AES; several women perceived no point in using 
AES because they could not access land on which to implement the practices. A number of 
women suggested that better access to AES could give them more influence over land and 
this was demonstrated by the woman who, after attending training was able to negotiate 
with her husband and encourage him to adopt the practices on part of the farm plot. This 
demonstrates the close link between knowledge – in this case gained via AES – and power 
in decision-making described by Foucault (Foucault, 1977). The inability of women 
without land to implement AES training – on top of perceptions that their role in production 
is marginal – may also mean that women are not seen as legitimate receivers of AES (see 
Phelan, 1990). There were indications from a small number of practitioners that whether or 
not a woman had influence in the household decision making would, whether explicitly or 
implicitly, affect whether she was targeted with AES (see Chapter 6). 
There were indications within some married households that extension information was 
primarily received by men (e.g. women reported not being informed about upcoming Field 
Days whereas men apparently did hear about them). Several women described that their 
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husbands often did not share the information they had learned, and they had no means to 
“force him to” share it. In contrast, women who attended AES apparently always shared 
the information with their husbands. There is therefore an apparent imbalance in ‘power 
over’ decisions about access to and ownership of knowledge resources within households; 
whilst women are assumed or expected to share any information with their husbands, the 
reverse is not true and women often lack the ability to encourage men to share information 
with them (Kabeer, 2010). Men retain ‘power over’ knowledge assets in a household 
which, in turn, determines power over decision making. The assumption that extension 
information will ‘trickle across’ between members of a household therefore seems not to 
hold and consequently, extension must be designed and delivered in a way that reaches 
women themselves (Manfre et al., 2013, p. 8).  
The situation of several of the widowed women I spoke to demonstrated the effects of 
enhanced ‘power to’ and ‘power over’. In the absence of a man in their households, these 
women had sole responsibility for farming and management decisions and several were 
very active and motivated users of extension; they were members of Farmers Groups, 
regularly participated in formal AES such as Field Days, and one even hosted a Mother Plot 
on her farm. Practitioners also described how FHHs often ‘do better’ than MHHs when it 
came to using and implementing agricultural extension training. This demonstrates what 
McNay (1992) discusses in a feminist interpretation of Foucault, that there are 
“…differences that exist amongst women (in relation to knowledge systems)…which can be 
related to structures of domination” (McNay, 1992, p. 128). The relative domination of 
women by men, in this case by husbands within households, determines their access to 
AES. These widowed women indicated their husband’s absence allowed them to be 
involved in AES in a way that married women could not. It also critically demonstrates that 
when women farmers have the opportunity to use AES, they can be particularly motivated 
and effective users.  
The imbalances in power and gender relations mean that men will need to be involved in 
changing the current status of women as users of AES. Several women farmers 
demonstrated insight into this when they suggested a need to sensitise men to allow women 
to participate in decision making and AES. It was also explicitly demonstrated by the Ilboru 
village extension officer’s use of the widowed woman farmer (Woman Farmer 1, Ilboru 
village, see page 41) to get permission from other women’s husbands to allow their wives 
to attend AES. However, many of the men I spoke to indicated strong acceptance of 
traditional gender norms and power relations. As Portes states, power-holders are often 
reluctant to give up the privileges that their relative status affords them (Portes, 2010). 
Power relations and structures founded on them – such as AES – will therefore be slow to 
change because it relies on action by those in positions of power. Additionally, the norms 
about the respective roles of men and women are entrenched in values which are deeply 
rooted in the sociocultural context. They are therefore often seen as the status quo or as 
intrinsic characteristics of men and women and consequently, some of my respondents 
demonstrated little recognition that these were factors that can, or should, be changed 
(Friel, 2017). There is therefore need for sensitisation to increase awareness and 
understanding about these social norms. There were some positive signs, particularly the 
fact that some men involved their wives in decision-making, shared extension information 
with them, and acknowledged the value of having their involvement in farm management. 
Additionally, the awareness of women farmers about the gender and power relations at play 
in AES use, and the desire of many to be more actively engaged in using AES and in farm 
management decisions, is a positive driving force for change. There were also some women 
who were active in using AES in their household and confident participating in AES 
activities.  
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Summary and key points 
My empirical findings in this chapter reveal multiple, complex, and inter-related factors 
stemming from societal gender norms which affect women farmers’ use of, and access to, 
AES. Norms define the respective roles of women and men in agriculture and create power 
relations which determine their involvement in farm decision making and their ability to 
autonomously access and implement AES. Norms around knowledge determine the 
perceived legitimacy of women and men as receivers and users of AES and their claim over 
(access to) knowledge resources in the household. These dynamics seem to affect the 
willingness and ability of women to access AES and to actively engage during activities. 
The capacity for AES to reach women farmers and meet their needs and preferences 
depends on how well these factors are considered and addressed within AES and the 
institutions that design and deliver them. This is the focus of the next chapter. 
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6 Empirical Findings II: Consideration of 
women farmers in the design and delivery 
of extension services 
This chapter presents my empirical findings in relation to Objective 3 and is mainly drawn 
from in-depth interviews with AES practitioners, although some relevant accounts from 
farmers and some observations are also included. In the first section (6.1), I detail 
practitioners’ accounts of measures within AES to reach and incorporate the needs and 
preferences of women farmers (subsection 6.1.1). I then explore practitioners’ perceptions 
about gender and the implications of these for AES design and delivery (subsection 6.1.2). 
In the second section (6.2) I present findings about opportunities for farmers to influence 
the content and delivery of AES, and specifically the ability of women farmers to 
participate in shaping services to meet their requirements. At the end of the chapter, in 
section 6.3, I discuss these findings in the context of relevant theories and literature. 
6.1 Suitability and responsiveness of agricultural extension services 
to women farmers’ needs 
6.1.1 Measures within agricultural extension to reach women farmers, as 
identified by AES practitioners 
I asked AES practitioners about measures within AES to reach and deliver to women 
farmers. This included establishing whether there were any measures at all and then 
identifying what they comprised. Responses were mixed and suggested some 
inconsistencies in perceptions and approaches between different practitioners and also, 
critically, within accounts from individual practitioners. 
Emphasis on women to attend and equal invitation quota 
When asked if there were any efforts or measures within AES aimed at achieving equal 
access to, and use of, AES for both women and men farmers, the first suggestion of the 
male field extension officer was to simply persuade women to attend extension; “It's a 
matter of emphasising; ‘You women working in agriculture, you are many, so you are 
supposed to attend training’” (Male Field Extension Officer, Ilboru village). Other 
extension staff described that there were specific guidelines from the government about 
gender-equal invitation to AES activities. As one District level officer described; “From 
the government, the effort is to make sure that extension services reach both men and 
women equally. We are trying to make sure that there will be good representation of both 
at training events” (Female District Extension Officer). And a field officer stated; “We 
have to invite 50:50 men and women” (Male Field Extension Officer, Ilboru village). The 
acting District Agriculture, Irrigation and Livestock Cooperatives Officer (DAICO) 
reported that this refers to a quota for gender-equal invitation within the national 
Agricultural Sector Development Programme (ASDP). Although explicit reference to 
inviting 50:50 male:female participants was not found within documents accessible to me, 
it was evidently how the ASDP aims were being enacted; several respondents stated that a 
50:50 gender balance was the requirement, for example, when establishing Farmer Field 
Schools and Farmers Groups. The DAICO reported that attendance records which include 
gender are taken at all training events and are used to ensure that equal attendance is 
occurring. 
Within the research organisation, one respondent indicated that there was a similar 
requirement to ensure equal representation of women and men farmers attending their 
training activities, as well as when selecting farmers for specific roles; 
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 “We document the farmers by gender to see how many women and how many men are 
attending training. And when selecting farmers for positions like farmer trainers, we need to 
have at least 50% women. When it happens that there are fewer women, we consider why 
and how we can improve on that” (Practitioner 3).  
However, the practitioners acknowledged that gender equal invitation does not necessarily 
result in equal attendance. As one male field officer stated; “Women are sometimes 
reluctant in attending. So the percentage of women is a bit lower” (Male Field Extension 
Officer, Ilboru village). Most other practitioners agreed that women farmers generally 
attended AES less than men farmers. However, a minority reported that more women attend 
training than men. The explanation from one field officer who stated this was because; 
“Training is in the afternoon. Men work in the farm in the morning and return home tired. 
So women have more opportunity to attend, because men are resting” (Female field 
Extension Officer, Njiro village). However, at another point in the interview this same 
officer indicated that women in fact use extension less than men farmers and discussed 
reasons for this. It is possible that the officer was referring indirectly to differences in 
relative attendance between different types of extension training. Other practitioners also 
reported that the number of men and women varied between types of AES. Field Days were 
identified as a specific example where women farmers attended in very low numbers 
compared to men. On the other hand, trainings about vegetables were reportedly attended 
by more women than men. This is supported by my observations; during training at Ilboru 
village and the town near Njiro village in 2017 – which comprised small group trainings 
about vegetable production and farmer group management, respectively – there were more 
women in attendance than men at a ratio of roughly 1.5:1 women:men. However, the 
opposite was true during my 2016 observations of a training day focused on maize 
production and open to the whole village to attend, where more men were present. This 
demonstrates that relying on equal invitation is insufficient to ensure gender equal 
attendance of AES and that norms about gendered responsibility for maize and vegetable 
crops and women and men farmers’ engagement in different AES forums are critical 
determining factors (see Chapter 5).  
Other practitioners instead suggested that specific sensitisation exercises which raise 
awareness about the existence and implications of gender inequalities, and the need to 
involve women in AES, were needed to improve the attendance of women. Within the 
research organisation, respondents described sensitisation efforts; “One of the projects 
reported that participation was lower for women. But when the farmers were sensitised, the 
number went up. It was still not 50:50, but maybe from 30% to 40% or so” (Practitioner 4). 
One respondent suggested that sensitisation should specifically be targeted at men (a view 
which echoes a point made by farmers earlier); “We can’t leave men aside. With gender 
there is the issue of control over resources. In most cases, men are the ones who have land. 
You find women are doing more of home activities and production, so you have to bring 
them together” (Practitioner 3). This demonstrates acknowledgement of men’s 
predominance over decision making and the need to recognise this when delivering AES to 
reach women. 
Targeted training for women farmers 
When asked directly, all of the government extension officers stated that they did not use 
measures to differentiate between men and women farmers when targeting AES. In contrast 
to responses at the start of the previous section, one officer reported that there was no 
specific targeting in terms of invitation; “We just emphasise to the whole village to attend. 
There’s not any method we can use to specifically target women” (Male District Extension 
Officer). A respondent at the research organisation similarly said; “I think we approach the 
farming community as a whole which includes both men and women” (Practitioner 1). 
Another extension officer framed it as extension not intentionally excluding women; 
“There is no segregating that says extension is only for men” (Female District Extension 
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Officer), but did not report any efforts for their inclusion. In terms of delivery, a field 
officer described that there was no difference in how training was delivered to men and 
women farmers; “Training women farmers is not different from training men. In our 
groups of farmers, we don’t separate males and females; we put them in one group” (Male 
Field Extension Officer, Ilboru village). This indicates a ‘gender blind’ or gender neutral 
approach to AES which, although it does not discriminate against women farmers, does not 
account for the differential constraints that they face in accessing and using the services, 
revealed in my findings in Chapter 5. It also reveals some inconsistencies in practitioners’ 
accounts of their efforts to address gender, including clashes with earlier statements about 
emphasising women farmers’ attendance. 
Additionally, elsewhere in interviews, several practitioners did mention AES training 
targeted at women farmers, most commonly focused on vegetable and poultry production, 
as previously mentioned in Chapter 5. This targeting was reportedly based on practitioners’ 
observations of women’s roles in production and strongly informed by social norms. One 
practitioner explicitly stated that the focus was decided because; “...women are more 
concerned with vegetables because it's their task to make sure their children have enough 
food” (Female District Extension Officer). Other practitioners also indicated that the idea to 
focus on these topics came from observations by themselves and other extension actors that 
these types of production are “easy to do at home” (Male District Extension Officer) and 
“women always stay at home whilst men work on the big farm plots” (Female Field 
Extension Officer, Njiro village). However, some women farmers in fact expressed interest 
in receiving AES about maize and other commercial crops. Efforts to reach women farmers 
are therefore primarily focused on training about types of production perceived to be the 
domain of women, rather than their stated interests. This was most explicitly reflected in a 
farmer’s account that the extension officer in Ilboru village; “…says ‘I need men, there is a 
training about maize’ and if it is about chicken or vegetables, he’ll say ‘I need women for 
training’” (Woman Farmer 6, Ilboru village).  It indicates segregated extension efforts to 
specifically reach women farmers, rather than measures to integrate them in mainstream 
services. Only one practitioner, from the research organisation, described overarching 
measures to meet the needs of women farmers within the organisation’s extension efforts;  
“In terms of location, we have to consider; is it central? Such that ladies will be able to 
attend. We also consider timing; we have to be sensitive on the start time and the time 
taken. Then we have to consider the suitability of the day for women as they are the ones 
who take the children for immunisation when there are clinic days”. (Practitioner 4) 
This demonstrates awareness of, and efforts to address, many of the practical constraints to 
women farmers attending extension activities. However, the respondent explained that this 
was not currently written into the organisation’s policies; “These are not documented I 
would say; we assume that people know” (Practitioner 4). It was on this person’s own 
initiative and verbal direction that they encouraged their team to consider these factors 
when delivering training. However, they indicated that there were moves within the 
organisation to consider gender more systematically, including the hiring of a gender 
specialist;  
“The gender specialist trains implementers on how we can be sensitive to gender issues 
during farmer training and we integrate this in our activities. Now we are writing these into 
the policy for engaging with farmers” (Practitioner 4).  
Another representative of the research organisation expressed interest in using increased 
capacity in the form of the gender specialist to better incorporate gender into their work;  
“This year, we would like to really take a look and see; are the technologies we're promoting 
gender-friendly, and could we potentially use a gender lens to recommend technologies that 
are more feasible for use for women?” (Practitioner 2).  
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From my time being supported by the research organisation, I knew that there was a gender 
specialist who was appointed within the past few years. Although I was unable to interview 
them as part of this study, others in the organisation reported that the specialist was 
currently making efforts to mainstream gender in the organisation’s policy and to improve 
gender capacity of staff. This was presented as the first step so that the organisation would 
be able to incorporate gender in the work it delivers on the ground, including AES. I also 
observed work by the gender specialist to develop field assessment tools for evaluating the 
gender effects of agricultural technologies introduced through the organisations’ extension 
work. There are therefore ongoing efforts to address gender in the research organisation. 
6.1.2 Practitioners insights into gender and effects on extension use 
In addition to asking about measures for gender equality within AES, I investigated the 
practitioners’ perceptions of how gender may affect women farmers’ extension use. Many 
demonstrated awareness of several factors also mentioned by farmers; domestic 
responsibilities, norms about decision making and divisions of responsibilities, shyness to 
actively participate in AES sessions, and the need for permission from husbands were all 
mentioned. One government officer – who initially stated that he did not know why women 
were “reluctant” to attend extension – went on to describe practices of early marriage and 
pregnancy that result in women staying at home to take care of children, rather than being 
involved in using extension. He also identified unequal access to education, partly due to 
early marriage but also to a local perception that women do not need to be educated. Other 
officers also acknowledged the control of husbands over their wives’ attendance at 
extension activities and over who women are allowed to interact with; “In some cases, a 
woman needs to meet with an extension officer, but the husband will not agree; he will say 
'Oh you are a woman, what are you going to talk about with that guy'” (Female District 
Extension Officer).  A practitioner from the research organisation acknowledged the need 
to get husbands’ permission for women to attend training; “We talked to the local leaders 
and they talked with the husbands to release their women to attend the training activities” 
(Practitioner 4). These gender relations were usually framed as a socio-cultural norm; “The 
men are very protective, but it's a cultural thing - a women doesn't go out, doesn't talk to 
strangers” (Practitioner 4).  
Several practitioners recognised that women face particular practical constraints in using 
AES related to time, timing and location. A practitioner from the research organisation 
described;  
“Recently we had a training with a schedule of almost a full day and the farmers started 
complaining because the ladies had to go and prepare food and attend the children. So we 
have to be sensitive on the start time and the time taken”. (Practitioner 4) 
Several practitioners also observed that the topic of AES also affected attendance; “In the 
vegetables training, it is mostly women but otherwise it is mostly men” (Female Field 
Extension Officer, Njiro village), which again echoes accounts from farmers.  
Perceptions about women farmers’ role in using AES and implications for AES targeting 
In relation to the relative roles of men and women farmers on the farm and in using AES, 
the practitioners echoed the farmers’ perception that women comprise the majority of 
labour on farms, but men are generally the primary land owners and decision makers. A 
few acknowledged a direct link between this and the extent to which women farmers use 
AES; “It depends on decision-making in the home; if the mother has decision-making 
influence, it's easy for her to contact the extension officer. If they don't have influence on 
the decisions about the use of the fields, then they won't” (Female District Extension 
Officer). The field officers additionally observed that implementation of extension advice 
was more often done by men farmers than women farmers; “Through my experience, the 
adoption rate of women and men farmers may be 35:65 respectively” (Male Field 
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Extension Officer, Ilboru village). Critically, it was implied that this might, in turn, affect 
how the practitioners target AES. As one district officer stated;  
“...you consider; this woman comes from a particular household and she has influence on the 
decisions about technology, so you give her the technology. If you go to a woman but she 
has no say in the field and you give her the technology, then that technology is lost” 
(Female District Extension Officer).  
A representative from the research organisation similarly indicated that whether new maize 
varieties were tailored to men’s or women’s preferences; “…depends on who makes 
decisions within the household, whether women have access to land to grow these crops, 
whether the varieties will be accessible to women” (Practitioner 2). These comments 
suggest that women farmers who are perceived to lack the ability to make decisions or 
implement AES may not receive focus as recipients of AES and that services will not be 
tailored to their needs.  
Practitioners perceived that when women do have the opportunity to influence decision-
making they can be particularly effective adopters of extension advice; “When you find a 
woman has a say on the fields, you will see that they will work as they are advised by 
extension”, and; “If you find a woman who can decide what to do in the field, when you 
give her the technology, it is really easily adopted” (Female District Extension Officer). 
One extension officer explained that female headed households, where women have sole 
responsibility for decision-making, sometimes perform better than male headed households 
in terms of AES use and implementation (Female Field Extension Officer, Njiro village).  
Extension service providers’ attitudes about gender and a focus on women farmers 
In addition to practitioners’ observations about women farmers’ use of extension I found 
that practitioners’ personal perceptions about gender had important implications for AES. 
As described above, one male field extension officer started out by stating that he could 
not offer explanations for why women were “reluctant” and used extension less than men, 
saying offhandedly; “I don’t know…That is the behaviour of these African women 
[laughter]. Maybe because they don’t care” (Male Field Extension Officer, Ilboru village). 
However, when pressed on this, he then discussed several gender and societal norms in a 
fair amount of detail. This seems to indicate that he either did not perceive a direct 
connection between gender norms and women farmers’ use of extension until pushed to 
consider it, or that he sees these things as permanent features of the socio-cultural context 
which cannot be changed through the delivery of AES. It may also be that he wanted to 
downplay the constraints to women farmers accessing extension in order to frame the 
services he delivers in a positive light. 
Several practitioners indicated awareness that gender relations impact on women farmers’ 
use of extension but these were often presented as socio-cultural norms. Comments like 
“…it is due to the culture”, “…that is the case in some areas” and “…that is their 
tradition” indicate that practitioners see this as the status quo. They were discussed as a 
backdrop to extension work and mentioned as though they were something that it would not 
be possible to change. 
Some casual comments from some of the practitioners also revealed personal attitudes 
about gender that may affect how they deliver extension services. The male District officer 
I spoke to asked; “Why do you want to focus on female farmers? You are including very 
few male farmers in your interview sample” (Male District Extension Officer). The male 
field officer in Ilboru village similarly questioned the focus of my study; “Why are you 
focusing on women farmers, not about farmers in general? Because you are a woman 
[laughs]”. He also commented on my request to talk to women and men separately, and to 
prioritise women to avoid clashes with their domestic responsibilities; “Why do you want to 
talk with women first? Why not men? Men are always discriminated against! [laughs]”. 
The comments were made in a joking tone but throughout our interactions, this field officer 
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seemed keen to persuade me that women farmers were sufficiently able to use and benefit 
from extension services and did not require any special focus. This has implications for 
how extension is delivered in Ilboru village, as this officer is responsible for recruiting 
farmers to take part in AES, and is the person through which much AES is delivered. His 
apparent perception that a particular focus on women farmers is unnecessary suggests he 
may not acknowledge or make efforts to overcome the particular constraints to women’s 
participation in AES. None of the female practitioners I spoke with commented on my 
focus on women farmers.  
My observations at the AES sessions I attended also offered some evidence about 
practitioners’ attitudes. During the sessions, men and women farmers generally sat 
separately (Figure 3) and the trainers generally faced the men farmers more directly and 
addressed them first, whereas women were addressed secondly, if at all. When asked about 
how farmers were involved during training discussions, some practitioners stated that they 
made efforts to ensure discussions were not dominated by one or a few farmers. However, 
they did not explicitly link this to gender.  
Practitioners’ perception of their expertise about gender 
During conversations with practitioners from the research organisation, I also found that 
respondents were hesitant to discuss gender and expressed a lack of familiarity or 
confidence with the topic. When it was introduced, one interviewee light-heartedly said; 
“For anything I know about women farmers, if there is anything!” (Practitioner 2) whilst 
another was reticent to answer a question on the involvement of men and women farmers in 
training; “…personally, I don’t […] I’m not very keen […] I’m not very conversant on that 
aspect” (Practitioner 1). Frequently, the respondents referred to the recently recruited 
gender specialist as the source of this kind of information. They described efforts by the 
specialist to improve gender expertise within the organisation so it could be addressed in 
their work; “We have a gender specialist who is starting with sensitising the implementers. 
Then, when the implementers are developing their workplans, they can make sure that 
gender is one of the issues in the back of their mind” (Practitioner 4). This and other 
responses implied that gender had thus far not been systematically included within the 
research organisation’s work, but that there is a focus on improving this. The perception 
was that expertise were currently held by the gender specialist, with little existing capacity 
amongst other staff; “There were no expertise on gender, so it was identified as a gap and 
the gender specialist was brought on board” (Practitioner 2). 
6.2 (Women) farmers’ ability to shape AES 
In this short final section of empirical evidence, I detail findings about opportunities for 
farmers to influence the content and delivery of AES in Babati and specifically draw out 
evidence about the ability and willingness of women farmers to participate in making AES 
more responsive to their needs.  
6.2.1 What women farmers report is missing in current AES 
As a measure of how current AES were meeting the needs of women farmers, I asked them 
whether there was anything they wanted from AES that they were not currently getting. 
Some reported that the current services met all their training and information needs. These 
were mainly women who were active users of AES or were focused on maize production 
using modern farming techniques. Other women stated that they needed more training 
about vegetable and poultry production which were currently delivered on an ad hoc and 
one-to-one basis. Conversely, other women stated that they needed training about maize, 
which indicates that some felt they were not receiving sufficient training about this 
currently, despite it being a major focus of mainstream extension services. This indicates 
that there are arguments both for AES efforts that specifically target women with training 
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about vegetables and poultry production, and for measures to better integrate women 
farmers in using mainstream AES. 
6.2.2 Farmers’ perceptions about opportunities to shape AES 
Most of the women farmers I interviewed perceived that the content and delivery of AES 
was decided by the extension officers. Some women therefore felt that they did not have 
any opportunities to influence the services. However, a small number reported that the 
extension officer consulted them about their extension needs; “We are asked what kind of 
training we need by the extension officer at the community meeting”. As with perceptions 
about how well AES met their needs, the differences in these responses seemed to stem 
from how engaged the respondent was in AES; those who were more engaged generally 
reported that they had opportunities to influence AES and vice versa. Several farmers 
indicated that if they wanted to request specific training, they would ask the extension 
officer who would either then provide it themselves, or contact an external organisation to 
deliver the training. This highlights the primacy of the local extension officer as the means 
for farmers to access and shape AES. However, even this reportedly happened infrequently, 
and farmers generally could not give an example where they had done this.  
Farmer Groups seemed to again provide an important forum, this time for farmers to 
influence what training they received, both within the group; “When a farmer group needs 
certain training they communicate it to an extension officer and then the officer provides 
it” (Man Farmer 1, Ilboru village) and in relation to the broader AES agenda decided in 
community meetings; “Group members discuss what they want to learn and then come to 
the community meeting and raise this matter” (Woman Farmer 3, Njiro village). Several 
farmers stated that it was primarily through groups that farmers could request training and 
men in a group interview in Ilboru village stated that this was a particular reason they liked 
Farmer Groups. This has important implications for the representation of women’s needs 
and preferences in the requests that are made as, as established in Chapter 5, they are 
differentially constrained from being in farmers groups. 
For AES delivered by NGOs and research organisations farmers perceived that the main 
chance to communicate extension needs to these organisations – other than by making a 
request through the government extension officer – was during ongoing AES activities; 
“The institutions come with their agenda, farmers listen and then they request what they 
want to learn” (Woman Farmer 5, Njiro village), and; “During the training, farmers raise 
their hand and say ‘We don’t want to learn about this, we want to learn about this’” 
(Woman Farmer 6, Njiro village). It was suggested that such requests resulted in ongoing 
sessions being adapted to incorporate the farmers’ topic, or a future training session being 
arranged. However, farmers perceived that the organisations’ broader agendas were pre-
determined and this limited what AES they would deliver; “People from [name of 
organisation] only deal with maize production so even if you ask for something else, they 
don’t consider it” (Man Farmer 2, Njiro village). This again has implications for women 
farmers’ representation as, firstly they may be less likely to attend AES activities hosted by 
external organisations or, if they do attend, to contribute to discussions in such a public 
forum (see Chapter 5).  
An apparent example of unequal representation of women and men farmers during 
consultation comes from group discussions in Njiro village where one group of men 
farmers stated that they had a requested training about sunflower production, which a 
certain organisation had then delivered. Conversely, one of the women’s groups specifically 
cited this as an example of a training that they had not requested; “[name of organisation] 
came to train us about sunflowers but it was not us that decided to learn this, it was [name 
of organisation]” (Woman in group interview, Ilboru village, 18/3/17). This discrepancy 
came up within a broader discussion towards the end of group interviews when time 
constraints prevented follow-up questioning. However, it indicates interesting evidence that 
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women and men farmers may have different experiences of being consulted about 
extension needs. 
6.2.3 Practitioners’ accounts of opportunities for farmers to shape AES 
Practitioners, on the other hand, described a number of different efforts to identify farmers’ 
AES needs. A district extension officer described a process of ‘needs assessment’, in 
which; "We go and sit with farmers, they tell us their problems, possible solutions, and 
which are the priorities" (Male District Extension Officer).  A representative within the 
research organisation similarly described conducting a needs assessment through a baseline 
survey; “…to let farmers identify their knowledge gaps by themselves” (Practitioner 3), 
which they stated had been used to inform the focus of their project. Another respondent in 
the research organisation described using a survey to assess farmers’ Knowledge, 
Awareness, Skills and Aspirations (KASA) before and after extension training sessions 
which; “Provides an evaluation tool for assessing that training activity and stakeholders’ 
opinion of extension more broadly i.e. what is missing, what are the gaps” (Practitioner 2).  
Several practitioners also described holding feedback meetings at the end of the year to get 
input from farmers; “We get feedback and then we discuss within our project groups what 
to do in response” (Practitioner 4). However, these measures were apparently not 
recognised by farmers; as the previous section demonstrates, they did not mention them 
when asked about ways to communicate their extension needs. This is important as farmers 
may not engage with opportunities for feedback if they do not recognise them as such.  
Despite these examples of measures to gather farmer feedback, when practitioners were 
asked about the participation of farmers in shaping AES, they mainly talked about the 
capacity for farmers to choose between different technologies or varieties; “We don't give 
prescriptive answers, we give a basket of options suited to different conditions. It depends 
on cultural conditions, agroecology of the area and many other factors. It's context 
specific” (Practitioner 2). This indicates efforts to identify ‘best fit’ farming options suited 
to different farmers (Manfre et al., 2013). This illustrates that participation of the farmers 
was mainly expected at the level of comparing and choosing technologies and varieties, 
rather than having an input into the broader design and delivery of AES. However, there 
was a frequently mentioned example which indicated a limit to how much farmers’ 
feedback is considered even in this capacity; several farmers, particularly in Njiro village, 
stated that they did not use industrial fertiliser because an initial increase in yield was not 
sustained without regular inputs of expensive fertilisers. Others stated that it “weakened” 
their soil. When asked how they addressed these concerns, the AES practitioners generally 
indicated that they continued their efforts to persuade farmers about the benefits of 
fertiliser, rather than exploring the farmers’ strong opposition to it and considering 
alternative practices. 
One district extension officer specifically stated that AES “mostly top-down” and 
perceived that there is no systematic gathering of feedback from farmers; “It is very little 
and in most cases it comes from individual farmers. There’s no specific way that farmers 
give feedback; the extension officers mostly get this by visiting farmers and observing the 
results for themselves” (Female District Extension Officer). The officer stated that 
sometimes farmers gave feedback about their needs, but that this was usually from 
“serious” and “business-oriented” farmers by their own volition (Female District 
Extension Officer). Farmers similarly described that the farmers who contributed most to 
consultations tended to be those “who like modern farming techniques” (Woman Farmer 5, 
Njiro village) or “with large farms, who mostly grow maize” (Woman Farmer 3, Njiro 
village). Other responses indicated that it was farmers who were already active AES users 
who contributed most; “It is mostly those who are involved in demonstration plots” 
(Woman Farmer 4, Njiro village). It was also linked by some to confidence; “Those who 
speak a lot are confident farmers and those with more experience in farming” (Woman 
Farmer 6, Njiro village). This suggests that extension generated to meet ‘farmers’ demand’ 
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will be skewed towards the needs of these especially vocal farmers. This has particular 
implications for women farmers who, as discussed in Chapter 5, are less likely to fit this 
farmer profile and may attend and contribute to extension activities less frequently than 
men farmers, particularly when external actors are involved. This again suggests that they 
may therefore be less represented during consultations about AES needs.   
Responses indicated that the consideration of gender in consultation processes was 
relatively limited. A practitioner working on the vegetable project in the research 
organisation indicated some awareness of the need to include both men and women in 
needs assessment processes; “You look at: who is doing the agricultural activities? Women 
are the ones who are in the field most of the time. So when you are doing training needs 
assessments, you need to make sure that you ask the right people (i.e. women farmers).” 
(Practitioner 3). They stated that they used Community Meetings do this; “You bring 
people together and gender issues come in – you are able to listen to women and then to 
discuss with men about the same topic” (Practitioner 3). However, as reported to me by 
other respondents, women may be particularly shy to contribute during Community 
Meetings, a factor which is not acknowledged by this approach. A representative involved 
in the maize project in the research organisation alternatively perceived that there had thus-
far not been any differential consideration of women and men farmers; “Have we done this; 
'based on this assessment, men like this more, women like this more'? No, we haven't” 
(Practitioner 2). This suggests that there is some consideration of different needs of men 
and women farmers within the research organisation, but it is apparently not currently 
systematic or standardised across the whole programme. Seemingly, from these responses, 
it has been considered more within the project concerned with vegetables and not within the 
project about maize, which may demonstrate systematic assumptions within the 
organisation about the association of women with vegetables and men with maize.  
The government extension officers did not describe any particular emphasis within 
government services to identify if, and how, AES needs and preferences of men and women 
farmers differ. In fact, one field officer saw no difference in what men and women farmers 
were interested in; “Of course they ask for the same thing. They need the same, they ask for 
the same” (Male Field Extension Officer, Ilboru village). Another stated; “When the men 
and women farmers are together they say together "We need this"” (Male District 
Extension Officer) suggesting a perception that men and women farmers have homogenous 
AES needs and requests.  
6.3 Discussion 
Here I discuss the empirical findings presented in this chapter using theories and literature. 
Gender norms and knowledge systems 
The empirical findings in this chapter indicate that consideration of gender and the 
particular needs and preferences of women farmers do feature to some extent in the design 
and delivery of AES in Babati. Specifically, practitioners reported efforts to ensure equal 
invitation of men and women farmers to attend AES activities, based on guidelines within 
Tanzanian agricultural policy. However, practitioners observed that this did not necessarily 
ensure equal attendance. Equal invitation does not acknowledge or address the significant 
underlying factors that constrain women from attending AES, such as their ‘double burden’ 
of domestic responsibilities or, in some cases, the need for permission from their husbands. 
As Doss (2017, p. 555) states, the “emphasis on ‘women as half the beneficiaries’” as the 
aim and measure of gender inclusivity in extension efforts is “not intrinsically bad; but is 
not the same as a focus on women’s equality” which instead entails efforts to specifically 
address the constraints that women farmers disproportionately face and to go beyond goals 
of equal invitation and attendance to consider women farmers’ more comprehensive 
inclusion in the design and delivery of AES. Some positive efforts in this direction were 
indicated in the form of sensitisation exercises conducted by the research organisation to 
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increase awareness and change attitudes amongst farmers about women using AES. This 
had led to some reported improvement in the attendance of women in AES activities. 
However, it was notable that such targeting efforts had apparently been made within the 
project focused on vegetables – a traditionally female area of production – but apparently 
not within the maize project. Beyond these efforts, progress towards systematically 
integrating gender considerations in the design and delivery of AES appeared limited. 
Current services in Babati are a long way from the kind of ‘gender transformative’ 
extension system that Farnworth and Colverson suggest is needed (Farnworth and 
Colverson, 2015). It could be argued that the comprehensive addressing and transforming 
of societal gender norms suggested by these authors is beyond the scope of what AES can 
and should be doing, but my evidence suggests that such an approach may be necessary if 
AES are to effectively reach all farmers and improve agricultural production. Adjusting the 
content and delivery of services to better suit women farmers’ needs – although also 
essential to improving their use of AES – would be insufficient without efforts to address 
unequal gender relations which currently restrict women farmers from being able to access 
or implement AES at all. As the authors argue; “tackling the underlying gender relations 
that hamper access and implementation of extension is a priority” (Farnworth and 
Colverson, 2015, p. 20).  
The AES practitioners demonstrated varying awareness about the implications of gender 
in the design and delivery of AES. Several showed awareness of societal gender norms and 
recognised that these influence women farmers’ actions and behaviours. However, they did 
not always make explicit links between this and their use of AES. For example, relying on 
equal invitation to achieve gender equal use of AES is a relatively ‘gender blind’ approach 
which does not acknowledge or address underlying norm-based constraints discussed in 
Chapter 5. Furthermore, in relation to extension needs, several practitioners perceived no 
difference in the needs of men and women farmers. This perception of farmers as a 
homogenous group conflicts with accounts elsewhere that women farmers are particularly 
interested in – and targeted with – training about vegetable production, and my findings 
that women preferentially use different types of AES compared to men. It also 
demonstrates a lack of awareness of power relations that occur amongst groups of farmers 
which will mean that more engaged and high-status farmers are more vocal during 
consultations, which will tend to create a structural bias towards responses from male 
farmers and lead to women farmers’ participation in AES becoming ‘subjugated’ (McNay, 
1992). This lack of explicit awareness may mean that practitioners become agents of this 
subjugation. During AES activities, I observed that practitioners tended to primarily 
address men farmers and engage women farmers secondly, if at all. AES practitioners are in 
a particular position of power to affect how women farmers are engaged in AES. 
Norms were also often presented by practitioners as ‘the way things are’. Practitioners 
discussed them as a feature of the context in which extension is delivered, rather than 
something that could be addressed through the services. There were also indications of a 
clash between the official AES guidelines that practitioners discussed and their own 
underlying attitudes. This was particularly evident in discussions with the male government 
extension officers; although they cited policy guidelines for equal inclusion of men and 
women farmers, their off-hand comments seemed to suggest underlying attitudes that the 
current system did facilitate fair access to AES, or at least to the degree suiting the relative 
roles of men and women in farming, and that women farmers did not require special focus. 
As Portes (2010) describes, values can be deeply held and resistant to change. They can 
also be internalised and not recognised by the actors who hold them (Friel, 2017). 
Consequently, although there are policy guidelines intended to improve gender equality in 
AES delivery, if these clash with practitioners’ deeply held values, they may not strongly 
believe in or endorse them which will create a barrier to their meaningful implementation.  
Responses from a couple of practitioners hinted at unofficial selection criteria in targeting 
farmers with AES; the ability to access land, influence farm management decisions and 
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purchase inputs were mentioned as factors influencing whether or not a farmer would be 
prioritised as a recipient of AES. This creates a structural bias against women farmers who 
generally have less access to such resources and less autonomy in farm management 
decisions (FAO, 2011; Manfre et al., 2013). This indicates that some women farmers are 
not seen as legitimate receivers of AES by AES practitioners (Phelan, 1990; World Bank, 
2010). This bias was not explicitly acknowledged by the practitioners who stated at other 
points in the conversation that they did not differentiate in how they approach men and 
women farmers. This suggests a lack of awareness by the practitioners of how societal 
gender norms affect their perceptions and actions (Friel, 2017). 
Practitioners identified that efforts to specifically target women farmers in AES generally 
comprised specific training focused on vegetable and poultry production. It was usually 
described that this focus was based on practitioners’ observations about the roles of women 
in production, and one practitioner explicitly linked this to women’s responsibilities for 
household nutrition. This demonstrates how norms can become ‘institutionalised’ and 
reproduced by formal structures (North, 1992, 1991); social norms about gender roles in 
agricultural production manifest in extension services that target women based on these 
norms. In agreement with Williamson (2000), who suggests that informal institutions shape 
institutional environment and governance, my findings indicate that norms about roles of 
men and women in farming feed into the formal institutions involved in delivering AES. 
These institutions are made of people – AES practitioners – whose views and actions are 
shaped by the norms of the society they exist in. As Farnworth and Colverson (2015:20) 
state; “any intervention....by extension services will shape – and be shaped by – gender 
relations” (Farnworth and Colverson, 2015, p. 20). This can also be seen as a ‘self-
fulfilling prophecy’; extension practitioners’ perceptions that women are primarily involved 
in home production means that they direct AES in this direction (Leeuwis, 2004). In reality, 
whilst many women did express interest in AES about vegetables, a small number were 
also interested in learning about maize and other commercial crops. 
Despite efforts at a policy level to include gender considerations within extension 
services in Babati District, the use and implementation of AES by men and women farmers 
was observed by practitioners to still not be equal. As North (1992) describes, superficial 
changes to policy can be made relatively quickly, but value based norms, which affect how 
these things are enacted by people on the ground, will be slow to change. This can explain 
the gap between what should be – based on written policy – and how things actually are in 
practice. I would argue that the measures currently in place in AES in Babati address a 
symptom rather than an underlying cause. They focus on the observable issue that at a 
majority of AES activities other than training about vegetables, women reportedly attend 
less than men. However, equal invitation does nothing to address the many constraints that 
women farmers disproportionately face in responding to that invitation, in fully 
participating in discussions and activities if they do attend, or in implementing AES 
afterwards. The relatively ‘gender blind’ approach described by several practitioners, whilst 
based on good intentions that extension should be equally available to men and women, 
does not acknowledge and address these constraints (Doss, 2017). It demonstrates a current 
lack of understanding and capacity amongst extension practitioners – acknowledged by 
several of the practitioners themselves – to address gender dynamics through their practice. 
This a major challenge to achieving more gender-equal AES (Manfre et al., 2013). 
Opportunities for ‘demand driven’ AES 
There were reportedly some efforts by practitioners to gather feedback from farmers about 
the content and delivery of AES, but overall these seemed to be minimal and mostly limited 
to a choice between different practices or technologies. The overall agenda or focus of AES 
- such as the focus on maize - were apparently set before any opportunity for farmers to 
communicate their training and knowledge needs, particularly when external organisations 
were involved. AES practitioners have much greater ‘power over’ determining how 
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extension services are designed and delivered compared to farmers (Kabeer, 2010). 
According to farmers, the main opportunity for feedback was during ongoing extension 
activities. They did not recognise the various methods of farmer consultation described by 
practitioners, which indicates an issue in how these are presented to farmers. The ad hoc 
nature of giving feedback during ongoing AES sessions limits the influence of farmers’ 
input to AES, arriving as it does at the point at which the services are already being 
delivered, and in a way that is unstructured and unsolicited by the AES providers. 
Additionally, it will only capture the input of farmers who are present during the AES 
session and not of those who are currently unwilling or unable to attend sessions, which 
may disproportionately exclude women farmers. According to both practitioners and 
farmers, the individuals who respond during consultations are also generally those farmers 
who are more engaged and confident, have larger farms and produce maize and associated 
field crops. Additionally, it was reported that Farmers Group members would particularly 
make requests for training during Community Meetings. This suggests a bias against 
women farmers who are less likely to fit this farmer profile or be members of a Farmer 
Group and were observed and reported to be particularly hesitant to contribute in socially 
formal forums. Consequently, women farmers’ ability to request the AES they need or want 
may be subjugated (McNay, 1992). In order to move towards more responsive and demand-
driven AES, there is therefore a need to empower farmers to articulate their needs and 
demands, and this appears to be particularly true for women farmers (Duveskog, 2013).  
 
Summary and key points 
My findings revealed that there were some efforts within AES in Babati to better reach 
women farmers, and to incorporate their needs and preferences in the design and delivery of 
services. However, these efforts were generally ad hoc and did not comprehensively 
address the critical underlying constraints to women farmers imposed by societal gender 
norms and power relations. The apparent perspective of many AES practitioners was that 
such norms are the context within which AES function, rather than something that can be 
addressed through the services. Many practitioners also demonstrated – or explicitly 
identified – a current lack of expertise about providing gender responsive AES and, in some 
cases, personal attitudes about gender which may prevent them from meaningfully 
implementing gender equality measures. This is critical as AES in Babati apparently 
remains relatively top-down, with limited opportunities for farmers – and particularly 
women – to have input to shaping AES. This means that practitioners hold disproportionate 
power to determine the content and delivery of AES and therefore to change them to better 
meet the needs of women farmers. The current lack of gender capacity amongst 
practitioners is therefore a critical limiting factor which must be addressed in order to make 
AES responsive to the needs of women farmers (Manfre et al., 2013). It is positive that 
there are efforts in this direction within the research organisation. 
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7 Conclusions 
In this chapter, I reflect on the key findings I made in relation to each of my study 
objectives and outline my main conclusions. I consider how the study contributes to 
existing empirical and theoretical knowledge and then suggest implications for agricultural 
extension services in Babati. Finally, I reflect on my methodological and theoretical 
approach and suggest some topics for further research. 
7.1 Key findings  
My empirical findings in this thesis provide some important insights into women farmers’ 
access to, use of, and experiences and perceptions of, agricultural extension services in 
Babati District, Tanzania. 
In relation to my first objective, I found apparent particularities about the types of AES 
that women farmers use and prefer compared to men farmers. Overall they seemed more 
likely to use more informal sources of extension and particularly appreciated the 
opportunity for group discussion and learning with and from fellow farmers. They were 
generally less likely to use more formal, technical AES compared to men farmers and were 
less familiar with the various methods, which indicates overall lower engagement with 
technical AES. This demonstrates what the actor oriented perspective describes; different 
actors have different knowledge interests and ways of creating and using knowledge 
(Leeuwis et al., 1990). Interview responses and observations revealed multiple factors 
contributing to this including women’s domestic labour burden, relative responsibilities of 
men and women for farm management and decision making, and women’s ability to 
autonomously attend AES and participate in public forums. My interpretation is that many, 
if not most, of these were rooted in societal gender norms. I investigated this through my 
second objective which became the major focus of my study. I found that societal gender 
norms – and related power relations and norms about knowledge – played a fundamental 
and multifaceted role in determining how women farmers access and use AES and, in many 
cases, whether they are willing and able to at all. This supports what Briggs (2005) states; 
societal norms and relations are critical in determining individuals’ access to knowledge.  
My findings showed that norms strongly defined the expected and accepted roles of 
women and men in agricultural communities. Women’s responsibilities were primarily seen 
to be domestic work at the homestead and informal production on small homeplots. In 
relation to the main farm plot, women were often solely involved as labourers, whereas 
men were responsible for land ownership and farm decision-making. This had various 
implications for women farmers’ use of AES. Firstly, the ‘double burden’ of domestic 
responsibilities on top of farm labour work meant that women farmers often lacked the time 
to attend AES. Secondly, because they often stay at the homestead, women were more 
reliant on forms of extension which could be accessed from the home, including visits from 
the extension officer or contact with neighbouring farmers. Thirdly, their primary 
involvement in homeplot production of vegetables and poultry means that mainstream AES 
– which reportedly focused primarily on maize systems – were not relevant to the types of 
production women farmers are often responsible for. Furthermore, their production was 
seen as informal and supplemental to the main plot production which meant that women 
were not perceived as legitimate receivers of AES (see Bourdieu, 2010). There was also an 
apparent perception that women are not recipients of education in general and, additionally, 
because women often lack power over land and farm management decisions and therefore 
over the implementation of AES practices, their participation in AES was seen as of 
secondary importance to that of men. This was self-reinforcing as the ability to access 
extension was seen by several women as a way to enhance their power in decision making.  
Another major branch of my findings revealed power relations which resulted in apparent 
domination and subjugation of women farmers which constrained their participation in 
AES. Firstly, in many married households, men controlled what their wives were allowed 
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to do and where they were allowed to go. Even in households with apparently more 
equitable collaboration on decision-making and AES use, women farmers described that 
their husbands ‘allowed them’ to attend AES. Several women farmers saw this as a main 
factor determining women farmers’ use of AES. Secondly, when women were able to 
attend AES, there was evidence that they were less confident to actively participate in 
discussions and demonstrations. This seemed to stem from a social norm that women 
should not speak in public forums, particularly when their husband is present, as well as a 
lack of ‘power within’ amongst women, which relates to their sense of agency and self-
worth (Kabeer, 2010; Leeuwis, 2004). The implications were that women were less likely 
to speak up to pursue the knowledge they needed from AES. 
In relation to my final objective, I found some attempts within AES in Babati to 
incorporate gender considerations and to better deliver to women farmers. Within the 
government extension service, this mostly comprised equal invitation of men and women 
farmers, based on policy requirements. However, practitioners reported that this did not 
result in equal attendance. It seems likely that this is because it does not acknowledge or 
address the many constraints that I found women farmers disproportionately face in using 
AES. Other measures with the research organisation included sensitisation of farmers, 
which apparently improved women’s participation, and some apparent attention to gender 
during trainings needs assessments. However, the major efforts to reach women with AES 
were reportedly specific training activities for women. These were mostly focused on 
traditionally female production (vegetables) and often delivered through groups, some of 
which were women-only. Only one practitioner described taking measures to address 
women farmers’ needs within broader AES and these were apparently not currently 
included in the organisation’s policy. There seemed to be a lack of comprehensive 
strategies to address gender within AES in Babati. There is also currently an apparent lack 
of gender expertise amongst many of the staff involved in delivering AES, which is a 
critical factor limiting the ability of institutions to provide gender-inclusive AES. As a 
result, AES is delivered in a relatively ‘gender blind’ way which does not acknowledge and 
address differential constraints that women farmers face. AES practitioners were also not 
exempt from being influenced by societal gender norms and some held values and opinions 
which clashed with efforts to target women farmers. As North (1992) describes, social 
norms therefore become reinforced through formal institutions (North, 1992). Both men 
and women farmers additionally reported minimal opportunities to influence the content 
and delivery of AES, despite practitioners describing various efforts to gather feedback. 
Women were apparently disproportionately constrained from participating in consultation 
due to many of the sociocultural factors mentioned above, and as a result, they have less 
agency to shape AES to meet their needs and preferences. 
7.2 Main conclusions 
When I started this study, my intention had been to investigate what types of AES women 
farmers preferentially used in order to identify features that could make AES best suit their 
needs and preferences. I had anticipated that societal gender norms would factor into this, 
but early in the collection of my empirical data it became evident that they play a 
fundamental and multifaceted role in determining how women farmers use AES and, often, 
whether they are able to use it at all. I found that these societal gender norms were strongly 
interlinked with power relations and norms about the creation and use of knowledge. These 
factors not only created dynamics within households and communities that affected women 
farmers as users of AES, but also affected how AES is designed and delivered by extension 
practitioners. Therefore, I argue that any progress towards AES which deliver to women 
and men farmers more equitably will require efforts to better acknowledge and address 
these gender norms. In this way, AES could better meet the needs and preferences of 
women farmers’ and lead to potential benefits for their agricultural productivity as well as 
for gender equitability. 
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7.3 Contributions to knowledge 
Despite recognition since the 1970s that agricultural extension services have failed to 
adequately deliver to women farmers, significant knowledge gaps remain around the factors 
that affect how well AES capture and address women farmers’ needs, and how well 
different AES methods facilitate gender-equal services (Manfre et al., 2013). In this thesis, I 
have contributed knowledge towards these gaps by providing evidence about differences in 
the types of AES that women and men farmers prefer and use, and insights into current 
efforts to capture and respond to (women) farmers’ AES needs. However, the biggest 
contribution to knowledge is evidence of the persistent and pervasive effect that societal 
gender norms have on women farmers’ use of AES. This provides support for a body of 
literature which argues that in order to effectively and equitably deliver to women and men 
farmers, AES must comprehensively address societal gender norms (Doss, 2017; Farnworth 
and Colverson, 2015). Critically, I have demonstrated that this will require efforts to 
enhance gender awareness and capacity amongst AES providers (Manfre et al., 2013). 
The study has also contributed to theoretical knowledge. Findings about differences in 
the use of AES by women and men farmers suggest support for the actor oriented theory 
that different actors will have different ways of creating and using knowledge (Leeuwis et 
al., 1990). I have also strongly shown that knowledge is socially constructed and that 
gender and power norms impact on individuals’ access to and ability to use knowledge 
(Briggs, 2005). In support of theories of North (1992), Portes (2010) and Williamson 
(2000), I have demonstrated an example of informal institutions – in the form of 
sociocultural norms – strongly influencing the structure and functioning of formal 
institutions, in this case through actions of AES practitioners whose perspectives are shaped 
by societal gender norms (North, 1992; Portes, 2010; Williamson, 2000). I have also 
presented evidence which supports the theory that although surface level policy changes 
can be made relatively quickly, deeply held values are slow to change (Portes, 2010). There 
was also good evidence for the implications of power over, power to, power within and 
power with for women farmers’ use of AES (Kabeer, 2010; Tegbaru et al., 2015). 
7.4 Implications for Agricultural Extension Services in Babati 
It is clear from my empirical evidence that in order to effectively engage women farmers 
and meet their needs and preferences, AES in Babati must address the various constraints 
that affect women farmers’ willingness and ability to use these services. Here I suggest 
some factors that should be considered, based on insights from my findings. 
7.4.1 Practical factors 
At a practical level, measures can be taken to ensure that AES account for practical 
challenges that women face. For example, one of the main constraints I found was that 
women lack time to attend training due to their domestic responsibilities. Extension 
providers could therefore be more conscious to schedule training when women can be 
available and take care that sessions do not take up too much time, perhaps by dividing 
training into shorter modules for women farmers. They could also systematically check for 
potential clashes with other village activities on the planned day of the training and 
especially events such as clinic days which specifically occupy women farmers. To address 
the need for women to remain close to their homes, training could be conducted on a 
farmers’ own plot or on a plot which is central to several women requiring training. 
Offering childcare on-site can also be a critical factor for women’s attendance at AES 
activities away from their home, as I observed during the training at the town near Njiro 
village (Manfre et al., 2013, p. 14).  
7.4.2 Gender norms and the potential for ‘gender transformative’ AES 
In addition to practical constraints, AES must also acknowledge and address gender norms 
which strongly affect women farmers’ use of AES. The starting point for this needs to be 
66 
 
improved gender sensitisation and awareness, not only of both women and men farmers but 
also, crucially, of practitioners involved in delivering AES. I found that many norms were 
strongly entrenched and perceived as the natural order of things. There was little awareness 
amongst farmers of the ways in which they strongly dictate women’s (and men’s) 
behaviours. There is therefore a need to sensitise farmers, particularly men, about the value 
of women being able to use AES and participate in farm decision-making. This is 
especially critical as so many women described relying on the permission of their husband 
to attend AES activities. There were indications of such sensitisation meetings already 
being conducted by the research organisation, including an example where there was a 
subsequent observed increase in attendance by women. However, increases were reportedly 
small. Such a change is likely to be slow as it challenges entrenched power and gender 
relations and will be met with resistance from those in positions that are favourable to them. 
Sensitisation therefore needs to be regular and sustained and the outcomes monitored. 
However, it was positive that some women and men reported collaboration on farm 
management and decision-making in their households and perhaps such individuals could 
be used as ‘contact farmers’ to inform other households about such practices, similar to 
how the woman farmer in Ilboru village was used to recruit others to using AES. 
There are arguments for and against addressing gender norms through AES. It could be 
argued that changing widely accepted societal norms which are rooted in deeply held values 
is beyond the scope of AES, particularly in terms of limited resources and staff capacity 
within AES institutions. Some would argue that AES should focus instead on improving 
farming practices within the existing context (Mbo’o-Tchouawou and Colverson, 2014, p. 
9). However, the World Bank states that an explicit gender dimension must be included in 
AES in order to adequately remove inequalities that constrain women from becoming 
active agents in agriculture (Doss, 2017; World Bank et al., 2009). I would argue that my 
evidence shows that without addressing gender inequalities, AES cannot effectively deliver 
for women farmers. As Farnworth and Colverson (2015) argue, there is a need for ‘gender 
transformative’ extension systems in which gender inequalities are explicitly incorporated 
and addressed in the design of AES (Farnworth and Colverson, 2015). In doing so, there is 
the potential for AES to not only address inequalities in the use of AES but also wider 
gender relations. For example, Friis-Hansen et al (2004) found that when men and women 
were equally involved in Farmer Field Schools, gender relations in the involved 
communities changed, not only due to the empowerment of women but also to a change in 
men’s views about women. 
In order for a shift to such gender-responsive AES to occur, there is first a need to 
enhance capacity within AES institutions (Mbo’o-Tchouawou and Colverson, 2014). I 
found that AES practitioners in Babati currently lacked necessary expertise related to 
gender inclusivity which is a critical limiting factor to making extension responsive to the 
specific needs of both women and men farmers (Manfre et al., 2013). Progress towards 
more gender responsive AES will therefore require enhancement of capacity amongst 
extension practitioners, and sensitisation to address deeply held attitudes about gender and 
women farmers stemming from internalised socio-cultural norms (Mbo’o-Tchouawou and 
Colverson, 2014). There were indications of such efforts within the research organisation, 
which are a critical step towards comprehensively incorporating gender within the work 
they deliver. Efforts within the government extension services seem to so far be limited to 
measures for equal invitation of men and women farmers which, although positive, do not 
address underlying factors constraining women from attending AES (Doss, 2017). The 
gender capacity and awareness within the Babati District government AES is especially 
critical given the primacy of government officers as source of extension for farmers and 
their involvement in the delivery of most AES in Babati, and could therefore be a priority 
in efforts to improve the gender-equitability of Babati AES (see (Lwoga et al., 2013). 
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7.4.3 The potential of Farmers Groups for delivering gender inclusive AES 
Farmers Groups played a critical role as a means to access AES in Babati and there were 
indications that they may be a particularly beneficial AES forum for women farmers for a 
number of reasons. Firstly, group members could decide the timing of sessions and 
reportedly contacted each other about upcoming activities. This could overcome two key 
constraints reported by many women; that the timing of AES activities did not fit with their 
domestic responsibilities, and that they did not hear about upcoming extension events. 
Secondly, it was reported that if a group member misses a session, they can get the 
information afterwards from a fellow group member. Groups therefore allow women 
farmers to build social capacity which could facilitate communication and information 
sharing, which could be particularly valuable for women who are otherwise isolated at 
home (Manfre et al., 2013). Additionally, when women collaborate, they are better able to 
create momentum for changing the status quo (Kabeer, 2010). Furthermore, Farmers 
Groups seem to suit the preferences of women farmers for AES that facilitate discussion, 
sharing of ideas and collaboration with fellow farmers. Women reported being more 
comfortable and confident to participate in discussions in Farmers Groups compared to 
larger, more public and ‘socially formal’ forums like Community Meetings or Field Days. 
It is therefore positive that there is apparently an increasing emphasis on Farmers Groups as 
a means for AES delivery in Tanzania (DAICO, 2017; Manfre et al., 2013). However, there 
were evidently current biases, at least in Ilboru village, which restricted women farmers 
from joining groups. This further indicates that effective, gender-responsive AES will 
necessitate gender sensitivity training for both farmers and practitioners.  
It is also a consideration as to whether Farmers Groups for women farmers should be 
women-only or mixed gender. On one hand, women-only forums remove the constraints of 
gender relations and women may participate more freely than in AES forums where men 
were also present. Such groups could offer opportunities for empowerment of women 
farmers and can build confidence and leadership skills (Manfre et al., 2013). They could 
also help by engaging and familiarising women with AES which may then encourage them 
to participate in other AES forums. In cases where women farmers have different 
knowledge needs than men, women-only groups also create a forum for women to learn 
about these topics. However, as previously discussed, such gender-segregated AES risks 
perpetuating divisions between the genders and reinforcing stereotypes about the types of 
production women are involved with. Mixed-gender AES approaches could instead 
enhance communication, collaboration and solidarity between women and men farmers and 
foster the kinds of changes in broader societal gender relations observed by Friis-Hansen et 
al (2012) in mixed-sex FFS groups (Friis-Hansen et al., 2012; Mbo’o-Tchouawou and 
Colverson, 2014). The attitudes and behaviours of men towards women, and their 
willingness to ally themselves with women, are critical in determining the kinds of change 
women are able to achieve (Kabeer 2010). Ultimately, both women-only and mixed-gender 
AES approaches have the potential to contribute to more gender-equitable AES; it is 
dependent on the capacity of AES institutions to assess whether one or the other – or some 
combination or hybrid – will be most appropriate in a given context (Manfre et al., 2013). 
7.4.4 Positive indications and starting points 
There were some positive examples and promising signs which suggest there is potential 
for progress towards improved access of women farmers to extension services in Babati. 
Firstly, the widowed women I spoke to were very active and engaged users of extension. 
They demonstrate that when freed from certain household gender and power relations, 
women farmers can be particularly effective users of AES. This could encourage AES 
practitioners to target more women, whilst the widowed women themselves could be used 
to encourage other women farmers to attend AES. Secondly, some women in married 
households did report some level of collaboration with their husbands on AES use and farm 
decision making. Some men also recognised the value of their wives gaining extension 
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knowledge and participating in farm management. There was also a general ambition 
amongst many of the women I spoke for increased involvement, influence and autonomy in 
using AES and in farm decision-making, which is an important driving force for change. 
On the side of AES delivery, promising signs included reported existing efforts to sensitise 
farmers about involving women in AES as well as internal efforts to improve the capacity 
of staff to deliver gender responsive AES. There were also indications that the increasing 
use of Farmers Groups to deliver AES could particularly benefit women as groups seemed 
to meet many of their specific needs and preferences as a forum for AES, providing that 
barriers to women farmers joining groups are addressed. 
7.5 Methodological and theoretical reflections  
The choice of methodological approach and theoretical framework critically shapes the 
outcomes of any social science study. I found that my decision to use qualitative methods 
was well suited to my aim to investigate individual experiences and perceptions of farmers 
in the local context. The semi-structured approach I used in interviews was efficient given 
the time I had available and the fact that I was working with a translator and facilitators. 
The structure allowed us to prepare in advance and ensure that I covered all the necessary 
topics to answer my research questions. However it also provided enough flexibility for 
follow-up questioning and for respondents to bring up topics which I had not identified. 
Observations provided a valuable alternative source of evidence about phenomena reported 
by interviewees to allow a more detailed critique of the situation. With more fieldwork 
time, observations of different AES activities could have provided additional useful data.  
Nevertheless, there were some challenges and drawbacks with my chosen methodology. 
Firstly, as noted in a few places in my empirical chapters, there were some apparent 
contradictions between different interview responses, or between responses and 
observations. I have suggested in the text as to what these may indicate but they could 
perhaps have been better investigated with a more conversational, unstructured interview 
approach to allow more in-depth exploration of phenomena. Alternatively, a larger number 
of interviews with more respondents may have provided accounts of the same phenomena 
from different perspectives which could have further supported the validity of my findings. 
It is also very important to consider the potential for researcher bias. Coming as an 
external researcher from a socio-cultural context that is very different from Babati was an 
advantage in terms of being able to recognise things that actors embedded in the local 
context did not find notable. However, it also meant that there was the potential for me to 
interpret accounts and observations differently from how an actor in the local context may 
understand them. I tried to be constantly aware of this and to reflect on how I was 
interpreting observations and respondent accounts. Working with a local translator and 
facilitators helped to reduce this effect somewhat and I made sure to consult with them after 
every interview to hear their interpretation of what they had heard and seen.  
There was also a potential source of bias in my method of selecting farmer respondents. I 
relied on local extension officers to connect me with farmers. This meant that my sample 
was biased towards farmers with whom the officer has easier contact. It is therefore likely 
that my respondents are more familiar and engaged with AES compared to the broader 
farming population. This is demonstrated by the fact that the majority of my respondents 
were members of Farmers Groups, whereas the rate of membership in both study villages 
was only around 10-15% (based on numbers provided by the field extension officers). It is 
likely that farmers from outside of the extension officers’ circles of contacts will have 
reported different experiences of AES which could have revealed other important factors 
affecting AES use. I attempted to counteract this by providing criteria for extension officers 
to select farmers which included specific requests to speak with some less active users of 
extension. With more time or familiarity with the area, an alternative approach would be to 
select farmers myself without the influence of the extension officer. 
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Finally, I was supported during my fieldwork by IITA. It is therefore likely that I was 
perceived by my interviewees to be representing an organisation involved in AES delivery 
which may have affected some responses when I was asking people to critique AES. I 
reduced this effect by clearly explaining that my research was primarily for my own 
academic studies and not an investigation by the organisation. I also assured my 
respondents that their responses were anonymous. After these explanations, respondents 
often noticeably relaxed and spoke candidly about their opinions.  
My decision to use a theoretical approach based on gender norms and feminist theory 
allowed investigation of gender in AES which is an issue which is recognised as having 
received relatively little attention to date. However, by choosing a perspective which 
focuses on the situation of women farmers, gender relations and women farmers’ 
experiences will have become more prominent in my findings and analysis. Although 
several of the factors I discuss in this thesis are certainly exacerbated and intensified by 
gender inequalities, they are not necessarily unique to women farmers. For example, men 
farmers – although they did report using technical training more than women farmers – also 
used contact with an extension officer as a major source of AES. They also made broadly 
similar reports about the (lack of) opportunity to influence the agenda of AES. This 
indicates apparent issues with how AES is communicated to farmers in general and not just 
to women farmers. An alternative theoretical perspective, for example more strongly rooted 
in communication theory or focused on the power relations between practitioners and 
farmers, could have highlighted and explored this issue differently. 
Another important factor to note is that it was clear that women farmers and men farmers 
are not two distinct homogenous groups. Individual experiences varied due to factors 
including age, marital status, length of time living in the area, membership of Farmers 
Groups, as well as individuals’ personalities. It is therefore not accurate to draw a line 
between ‘women farmers’ and ‘men farmers’ and compare the two groups only according 
to this binary. I have attempted to avoid this in my analysis and to represent the complexity 
amongst individual responses, yet an inter-sectional theoretical approach could provide 
more nuanced exploration of individual experiences of AES and may reveal other important 
factors alongside gender that affect farmers’ use of AES (Bose, 2012).  
7.6 Ideas for further study 
My empirical data was very rich and revealed a multitude of issues relating to AES and 
gender in Babati. I could have written a whole thesis on any of several different subjects, 
but ultimately had to narrow my focus to my chosen objectives. Here I suggest a number of 
topics which could yield interesting and important further investigation: 
 Further observation of AES activities to investigate the relative attendance, behaviours, 
engagement and participation by women and men farmers with different types of AES  
 Detailed document analysis and in-depth interviews with a broader sample of AES 
practitioners to further investigate how gender is considered in major AES institutions 
 Interviewing husband and wife pairs about their relative AES use and responsibilities 
in household production and decision-making in order to compare perspectives about 
household dynamics from actors within the same household 
 Assessment of how AES are communicated to farmers in Babati by AES providers and 
the implications of this for farmers’ engagement with the services 
 Assessment of the extent to which AES in Babati are ‘demand driven’ and more 
detailed investigation of how gender relations impact women farmers’ participation in 
consultation processes 
 Consideration of power relations between AES practitioners and farmers and the 
implications for ‘demand driven’ services 
 Evaluation of the potential for Farmer Groups to improve the delivery of AES to 
women farmers 
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8 Appendix I. Methods of agricultural extension in Njiro village and Ilboru village 
Method of extension  Description (see (Oakley and Garforth, 1997) unless 
otherwise indicated) 
Group, 
individual or 
community 
Location Type of AES, as used 
in this thesis 
Notes about method as used in Njiro 
village and Ilboru village from 
interviews and observations 
Visit by an Extension 
Officer at House or 
Farm 
Extension officer visits farmer. Usually by appointment but can 
be informal. For: specific advice, to learn about a farmer’s 
problems, explain a new practice, generate interest in extension 
activities, follow-up on previous visits, or sustain contact 
Individual Farmer’s home Advice or 
sensitisation, informal 
 
Visit to Extension 
Officer at Office 
Farmer visits their local extension officer at the village or ward 
office 
Individual Village office Advice or 
sensitisation, informal 
 
Phone Calls or SMS 
with an Extension 
Officer 
Phone calls or SMS between farmer and extension officer. 
Mainly for communicating about specific problems and advice, 
or for officer to inform farmer about a specific AES event 
Individual Farmer’s home Advice or 
sensitisation, informal 
 
Community Meeting Local community meeting in which all community matters are 
discussed, including farming and extension. Quarterly. 
Announced using a loud debe drum to call all villagers. Can be 
used as ‘sensitisation’ for new practices, technologies or 
policies. Sometimes NGO or research organisations may attend 
and present. Also used to gather feedback, to review particular 
problems, and discuss solutions. Emergency meetings can be 
called e.g. if there is a pest outbreak. 
Community Village office or 
meeting hall 
Advice or 
sensitisation 
OR  technical training 
and information 
(depends on content 
of meeting) 
In Njiro and Ilboru villages, community 
meetings are quarterly. All members of 
the community are expected to attend. 
In Njiro, the extension officer presents 
in every meeting. In Ilboru, only some 
meetings include  extension 
information. 
Farmer-to-Farmer 
Contact 
Informally, farmers may learn from the practices of fellow 
farmers or neighbours through observations or discussions. A 
formal version of Farmer-to-Farmer Contact involves ‘lead’ or 
contact farmers who are selected for being particularly 
experienced and innovative in their farming. They are trained 
by the extension officer or other AES provider and then go on 
to train other farmers on these methods. 
Individual Various: informally 
at home, around 
neighbourhood, or 
at community 
gatherings 
Formally at demo 
plot, or Mother Plot 
on a farmer’s land  
Advice or 
sensitisation, often 
informal 
 
In Ilboru village graduates of the FFS 
become contact farmers. They are used 
as a primary point of contact between 
the extension officer and other farmers. 
In Njiro village, the lead farmers sign 
an agreement which commits them to 
train other farmers.  
Farmers Groups Groups of around 15-30 farmers. May be established by 
farmers, but usually formed by extension officers or NGOs and 
other actors. During a community meeting, interested farmers 
register their name and then come together to form the group. 
Often focused around a particular crop, practice, or interest. 
Group Various: village 
office, demo plot on 
group member’s 
land, centralised 
demo plot  
Technical training Farmer groups are increasingly being 
used to deliver agricultural extension, 
including in Tanzania (Manfre et al., 
2013) 
Farmer Field School A group of farmers meets regularly to receive training about Group Various: village Technical training In Njiro village, the term ‘Farmer Field 
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improved farming methods. A plot is established on land of one 
high-performing member who prepares the plot and keeps the 
harvest at the end of the season. The group manages the plot 
together and observes and compares ‘local’ and 'best’ practice 
over a season. At the end of the season, they may present to 
policymakers, government extension staff and other farmers in 
a ‘Field Day’ (see below). FFSs are often facilitated by 
extension officers, but can also be by other AES providers. 
office, meeting hall, 
demo plot on group 
member’s land, 
centralised demo 
plot 
School’ (shamba darasa) was used to 
refer to something different; farmer 
groups attend training delivered by an 
NGO at a demonstration plot. The 
farmers then implement the practices on 
their land and the extension officer 
makes follow-ups with them to observe 
progress and offer advice. 
Field Day Event for the local community in which a particular farmer, 
farmer group or AES provider showcases results of using a new 
farming practice. Often used to disseminate new practices, 
technologies or crops to other farmers. Can be on an 
experimental station, but more usually on the land of a farmer. 
Group Demo plot on 
farmers land, or 
centralised demo 
plot 
Technical training  
Demonstration 
(‘demo’) Plot 
A demonstration plot is established, often on a farmers' land or 
sometimes in a centralised location. Different variations of 
farming practices are established e.g. seed varieties, fertiliser 
types and application rates, row spacing etc. Farmers visit the 
plot, either informally or for formal training, to compare 
‘improved’ and ‘local’ practices. Can be part of sensitisation 
activities when a new technology is being introduced. Plots are 
placed close to main roads so they are visible to passers-by. 
Group (or 
individually 
as passers-by) 
Demo plot on 
farmers land, or 
centralised demo 
plot 
Technical training 
OR sensitisation (via 
signage) 
In both Njiro village and Ilboru village, 
demonstration plots are close to main 
roads and have signage to communicate 
information to passers-by. They are also 
used as sites for training events and 
activities, including with farmer groups 
and FFSs 
Mother-Baby Plot A Mother Plot contains different seed varieties under different 
practices such as fertiliser type and rates, spacing etc alongside 
a control of ‘local’ practices. It is established on the land of a 
high-performing farmer. Farmers visit the Mother Plot and 
select a small number of varieties or practices to try in a small 
Baby Plot on their own farm. Farmers record yields and rate the 
performance of new varieties and practices. 
Group Mother plot on one 
farmer’s land, baby 
plot on farmer’s 
own land 
Technical training In Njiro village, the mother-baby plots 
are used by a specific training group. 
This group attend training at the mother 
plot – which is established on the land 
of a high-performing farmer – and then 
each group member establishes a baby 
plot on their own land 
Study Tour Selected farmers – individuals or a small group – are facilitated 
to visit other areas to see different practices, crop systems, and 
solutions to common challenges. High-performing farmers are 
usually selected. When they return, they share what they have 
learned with their farmer group or at a community meeting 
Individual, or 
small group 
Villages and towns 
outside of own 
village 
Technical training Destinations include neighbouring 
wards as well as longer trips. Visits to 
the annual nanenane agricultural 
festival in Arusha were also defined as 
a study tour by farmers 
Quality Declared Seed 
(QDS) plot 
A trained and certified farmer establishes a plot on their land in 
which they produce ‘Quality Declared Seeds’. A QDS 
production system was adopted by the Tanzanian government 
in 2000 with the aim of multiplying certified seeds at village 
and farm level using trained farmers. 
Individual 
(plot owner) 
QDS plot on one 
farmer’s land 
Technical training In Njiro, there is one farmer with a 
QDS plot selected by an NGO called 
COSITA. The extension officer has 
little involvement in the plot. Farmers 
were generally unaware of the QDS. 
In Njiro village, there is some overlap between techniques; the Mother Plot (i) is used for training for Farmer Field Schools (ii) which are used as a method of training for Farmer Groups (iii)  
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9 Appendix II. Lists of AES compiled by farmers in Group Interviews 
First Round of Group Interviews  
Njiro Village Ilboru Village 
Men Farmers Women Farmers Men Farmers Women Farmers 
List 
order 
AES type 
Number who 
attended 
within last 
year (n=12) 
List 
order 
AES type 
Number who 
attended 
within last 
year (n=7) 
List order AES type 
Number 
who 
attended 
within last 
year (n=10) 
List 
order 
AES type 
Number 
who 
attended 
within last 
year (n=10) 
1 
Farmer Field Day 
3 1 
Visit by extension 
officer at farm 
7 1 
Community 
meetings 
7 1 
Meet with extension 
officer 
3 
2 
Community 
meeting 
10 2 
Farmers groups 
3 2 
Farmers groups 
7 2 
Phone calls with 
extension officer 
4 
3 
Farmers groups 
7 3 
Phone calls with 
extension officer 
3 3 
Demonstration plot 
12 3 
 Farmers groups 
4 
4 
Phone calls with 
extension officer  
4 4 
Community 
meetings 
8 4 
Visit by extension 
officer at farm 
10 4 
Farmer Field School 
5 
5 
Farmer Field 
School 
5 5 
Farmer Field School 
1 5 
Farmer Field School 
9 5 
Community meeting 
4 
6 
Demonstration 
plot 
7 6 
Learning from 
fellow farmers 
9 6 
Study tour 
0 6 
Demonstration plot 
7 
7 
Seed production 
plot 
1 7 
Demonstration plot 
2 7 
Field Day 
12 7 
Farmer to farmer 
contact 
3 
8 
Mother-baby 
plots 
6 8 
Field Day 
2 8 
Farmer to farmer 
contact 
9 8 
(added later): Field 
Day 
0 
9 
Visit by extension 
officer at home 
5 9 
Study tour 
3  
 
 
 
  
Notes 
 Farmer Field Day was suggested by facilitator 
and extension officer after one farmer 
mentioned 'learning from research outputs' – 
indicates farmers’ lack of familiarity with name 
of methods 
 
 
After Community Meeting, no other options 
were spontaneously suggested until facilitators 
prompted; Field Day was not remembered until 
during the next exercise 
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Second Round of Group Interviews 
Njiro Village Ilboru Village 
Men Farmers Women Farmers Men Farmers Women Farmers 
List 
order 
AES type 
Number who 
attended 
within last 
year (n=8) 
List order AES type 
Number who 
attended 
within last 
year (n=12) 
List order AES type 
Number who 
attended 
within last 
year (n=7) 
List order AES type 
Number who 
attended 
within last 
year (n=9) 
1 
Community 
meetings 
7 1 
Visit with 
extension officer 
5 1 Farmers groups 7 1 
Community 
meeting 
11 
2 
Visit with 
extension officer 
5 2 
Phone calls with 
extension officer 
5 2 
Community 
meetings 
8 2 Farmer groups 11* 
3 
Phone calls with 
extension officer 
2 3 Farmers groups 7 3 Farmer Field School 4 3 
Visit with 
extension officer 
7 
4 
Farmer Field 
School 
7 4 
Community 
meetings 
9 4 
Meet with extension 
officer 
7 4 
Phone calls with 
extension officer 
2 
5 Farmers groups 4 5 
Farmer-to-farmer 
contact 
7 5 
Phone calls with 
extension officer 
4 5 
Farmer Field 
School 
8 
6 
Demonstration 
plot 
5 6 Media 1 6 Media 5 6 Demonstration plot 3 
7 
Farmer Field 
Day 
6 7 Study tour 6 7 Demonstration plot 6 7 
Seed production 
plot 
1 
8 Media 5 8 
Demonstration 
plot 
8 8 Farmer Field Day 4 8 
(added later): 
Farmer Field Day 
1 
9 
(added later): 
Learning from 
fellow farmers 
2 9 
Farmer Field 
School 
7 9 Study tour 4 9 
(added later): 
Study tour 
1 
 
   
10 Farmer Field Day 4 10 
Farmer-to-farmer 
contact 
n/a  
  
Notes 
Much confusion about demo plot 
vs FFS; learning from others was 
remembered and added during 
next exercise 
Quick process until farmer-to-farmer contact (#5), 
then it took time and prompting to come up with 
the rest; Study tour, demo plot, FFS and FFD were 
all suggested by one participant 
After #5 there were fewer answers and prompting was 
needed 
Almost no responses to begin with; question re-
phrased as any AES types that they had even heard 
of; much prompting; list took ~30 minutes; farmer 
field day and study tour were only remembered later. 
*Most had joined a new group the previous day 
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